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SCOTTISH PROVIDENT INSTITUTION. 


(ESTABLISHED 1837.) 
MUTUAL ASSURANCE with MODERATE PREMIUMS. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS - £11,000,000. 
THE SURPLUS at last Investigation was £1,423,000. 
More than One-half of the Members who died during the Septennial 
period were entitled to Bonuses which, notwithstanding that the Premiums 


do not as a rule exceed the non-profit rates of other Offices, were, on the 
average, equal to an addition of about 50 per cent. to their Policies. 





BIRMINGHAM : BrisTo : CarpirFrF : LzEDs : 
95, Colmore-row. 31, Olare-street. 19, High-street. 35, Park-row. 
LIVERPOOL : MANCHESTER : NEWCASTLE: NorrincHaM: 


25, Castle-street. 10, Albert-square. 1, Queen-street. 27, Victoria-street. 
LONDON: 17, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 
HEAD OFFICE: 6, ST. ANDREW SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 


THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


‘ 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
fHE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 











LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME =. - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £1,000,000 


- £ 11,700,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE - 
THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 
PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirnovut Prorirs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age Premium | Age Premium | Age Premium | 


20 £178) 30 £116, | 40 | £2 10 “le | 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
Duration | 10 yrs. 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
Amount of Policy £1,199 £1,438 | £1,724 £2,067 | 


Noxt Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 
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Mr. Joszerh Watroy, Q.C., has been appointed a Com- 
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OUR CORRESPONDENCE columns this week contain two very 
different views of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
We do not think it is any paradox to say that there is some 
truth in each. We have always endeavoured in these columns 
to do justice to the vast amouat of tims and work which the 
busy men who constitute the Council ungrudgingly bestow on 
the affairs of the profession. We do not think that any other 
profession can shew in its governing body such an example of 
public-spirited sacrifice of valuable time or such an efficient 
conduct of general business. Nor is it correct to say that the 
Council, as a whole, are reluctant to move in the cass of any 
attempted encroachment on the rights of the profession or of any 
attempted breach of faith on the part of the Land Registry 
authorities. They acted with skill and success in opposing 
the clauses inserted in the Small Dwellings Acquisition 
Bill of last year. But at the same time (if we may speak 
plainly) it is abundantly clear that a section of the Council 
(including some of the men who are and have for many years 
been among its ablest and most strenuous and active members) 
are smitten with that spirit of compromise which is fatal to 
effectual opposition to any inroad attempted by a powerful 
Government. However strong their case may be, they see them- 
selves defeated beforehard. There is a very small section of 
convinced believers in the system of compulsory registration who 
do not desire that anything should be done to hinder its 
progress. But the leader of this section is a man who, in 
addition to innumerable services to the profession, was mainly 
instrumental in 1873 in obtaining the placing of the Council in 
the position of a representative body, and we believe that both 
he and all the members of the Council, whatever their own 
opinions may be, will be prepared loyally to carry out the 
declared views of the members of the society. 

15 
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THe case of Reg. v. Stoke Parish Council, which came before 
CaanneEtLand Bucxni1t, JJ., last week, should prove instructive 
to such of those village corporations as contemplate engaging in 
litigation. The Stoke Parish Council had brought an action in 
the Chancery Division with a view to establishing the rights of 
the parish to the supply of water to a village pump which they 
had erected. The action was dismissed upon the ground that 
the fiat of the Attorney-General had not been obtained, and the 
parish council were ordered to pay the defendant’s costs, which 
amounted to some £92. On their failure to do so, a rule nisi 
was obtained for a mandamus direc'ing the parish council to issue 
their precept to the overseers of the parish for payment of this 
sum out of the poor rate, that being the fund out of which, 
under section 11 of the Local Government Act, 1894, the ex- 
penses of a parish council are payable. In opposing the rule 
the parish council rejied on certain provisions of the same section 
restricting their expenditure: sub-section 1 prohibits a parish 
council from incurring, without the consent of a parish 
meeting (of the parochial electors), expenses or liabilities 
involving a higher rate than threepence in the pound in 
any financial year; and sub-section 3 makes the produce 
of a sixpenny rate the maximum amount which a parish 
council can raise in any financial year to cover all their 
expenses, other than expenses under “‘ the adoptive Acts.” A 
threepenny rate in the parish of Stoke produces £54 12s. only, 
and it appeared that in the present financial year precepts had 
been issued to the amount of £52 to meet expenses of the parish 
council, including their costs of the action, but not the defendant’s 
costs. There appears to have been no evidence as to whether 
the consent of the parish meeting had been given to the bring- 
ing of the action, and in default of such evidence being adduced 
by the council, the court assumed that the consent had been 
given; they therefore held that section 11 (1) afforded no 
defence. And as a sixpenny rate would produce more than 
enough to satisfy the defendant’s costs, they held that 
section 11 (3) had ro application either. The rule was therefore 
made absolute, the court observing that if the council chose 
to go to law they must, like a private individual, pay the costs 
adjudged payable by them, even if that obliged them to do 
without some of the things upon which the funds at their disposal | 
were in the ordinary course expended. 





Atrention should be called to a point decided by Mr. Justice 
Norra in Williams v. Williams (1900, 1 Ch. 152). The point 
was a tubsidiary one, and might easily escape observation, 
inasmuch as the principal decision given in the case related to 
the Statute of Limitations, and the case appears under that 
heading in the Digest. The subsidiary point, however, is of 
considerable importance, and should be noted both by practi- 
tioners and law students. It relates to the order of application 
of a teststor’s assets in the payment of his debts. We are all 
familiar with the lists which are found in text-books arranging the 
assets for this purpose, beginning with the residuary personalty 
and ending with property over which the testator has exercised 
a general power of testamentary appointment. The decision 
Low given is to the effect that when a testator makes a general 
bequest of his personal estate, and such bequest operates under 
rection 27 of the Wills Act as an appointment of a fund of 
persouelty, such porsonalty is made part of the bequest for all 
purposes, and is applicable for payment of debts with the other 
personalty ccm_rised in the bequest— that is to say, under such 
circumstances it is included in the first fund applicable for 
payment of debts, instead of the last. The material words of 
section 27 of the Wills Act are: “A bequest of personal estate 
of the testator, or any bequcst of personal property described in 
@ gn-ral manner, shall be construed to include any personal 
estate which he may have power to appoint in any manner he 
may think proper, and shall operate as an execution of 
such power, uvlees a contrary intention shall appear by the 
will.” On this the learned judge held that the appointable 
fand was included in the beques: for all purposes and must 
bear the burden of paying debts accordingly with the other 
personalty. The fund in question was a sum of £2,000, and, in 
givieg judgment, he ssid: “The statute makes the £2,000 


only series of gifts which are found in the will of that personal 
estate. It forms part of the personal estate, and therefore 
it goes in exactly the same way as her other personal estate, 
because the statute and the will together include that as part of 
her personal estate. When it is pressed upon me 
that there are two funds, one her own personal estate and 
another a fund over which she has a power of appointment, it is 
inventing something for which there is no foundation whatever. 
The distinction is certainly not to be found in the will or in the 
Act.” This decision will certainly necessitate an alteration in 
the lists of assets given by text-books. In future the first item 
will require to include any appointable personalty included in 
a residuary bequest, and the last item will require to be limited 
to appointable property specifically appointed by the testator. 





WE print elsewhere an interesting letter upon the question of 
the proper way of effecting a mortgage of registered leasehold 
land. The point to be aimed at is to reconcile the existing 
practice of creating the mortgage by way of sub-demise with 
the system of registration of title in districts where registration 
is compulsory. The object of the mortgage sub-term is, of 
course, to prevent the liabilities of the lease from attaching to 
the mortgagee, and, as our correspondent points out, we 
suggested some months ago (43 Soxicrrors’ JournAt, p. 452) 
that it was doubtful whether this object was attained ia 
the case of a mortgage by registered charge under the 
Land Transfer Acts. There was the possibility that under 
the charge the legal estate might be in the mortgagee. 
We proposed, therefore, that the mortgage should still be 
created by sub-demise off the register, and that the mortgagee 
should protect himself by having a suitable entry made on the 
register to prevent dealings with the leasehold interest without 
his knowledge. It being doubtful whether the notice of the 
sub-term could be entered under section 50 of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1875, we suggested the registration under section 58 of a 
restriction against any transfer or charge of the land without 
the consent of the mortgagee. The Land Transfer Rules of 
June, 1899, shewed, however, that this doubt as to section 50 was 
not entertained at the Land Registry Office, and the new rule 
166a expressly provides for the practice upon entry of notice of 
a sub-term created by way of security. Assuming, therefore, 
that the creation of a registered charge is inadvisable, 
the mortgage would be created by unregistered sub-demise, 
protected by deposit of the land certificate, and by an eatry on 
the register either of notice of the sub-term under section 50, 
or of a restriction under section 58. It appeared to us, however, 
that there might be a difficulty under this practice in getting 
the purchaser entered upon the register in the event of a sale 
by the mortgagee under his power of sale; and since, on con- 
sideration, the probability of the registered charge being held to 
pass the legal estate in the original term seemed to be remote, 
we suggested (43 Soricrrors’ JourNnaL, p. 616) that the better 
plan was to take a registered charge in the prescribed form, and 
also to take a mortgage by sub-demise off the register. The 
mortgagee would thus have all the advantages of registration, 
while there would be a derivative term which could be dealt 
with, if desired, off the register. 





OvuR CORRESPONDENT, to whose letter we have referred above, 
attaches more weight than we are now disposed to do to the 
chance of the registered charge passing the legal estate to the 
mortgagee, and hence he advocates the procedure we originally 
suggested and endeavours to meet the difficulty as to the 
registration of the purchaser in the event of a sale by the 
mortgagee under his power of sale. It is assumed that the 
mortgage contains a trust of the outstanding days of the original 
term and a power of attoraey enabling the mortgagee to deal 
with them. Our correspondent suggests that, thus armed, the 
mortgagee would be able to deal with the origival term, and 
upon a sale would be able to put the purchaser on the register 
in respect of it. We are not quite clear that this is so. 
The mortgagor is on the register as proprietor, and the 
transfer could only be effected by tendering a cmveyance 
of the term executed in his name by the mortgagee 
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have to be filed (rule 159), so that it must be separate from the 
mortgage, and the mortgagee would have to surrender the sub- 
term to the purchaser. Moreover, there might be difficulty in 
settling a form of transfer upon such a transaction which the 
registrar would accept. Even if this plan is feasible, it is 
obviously a good deal more troublesome than a transfer upon a 
sale under a registered charge. But from the latter part of our 
correspondent’s letter we gather that he does not rely upon 
getting the purchaser registered as proprietor of the original term, 
but that he proposes to deal on the register with the mortgage 
sub-term. Inasmuch as by the schedule to the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, terms created for mortgage purposes are expressly 
excluded from registration, we have assumed hitherto that such a 
term was incapable of being registered. From what our corres- 
pondent states, however, it seems that this is not the case, and 
that, provided the mortgage contains a declaration of trust as to 
the outstanding days of the original term, the Land Registry 
officials regard the derivative term as ceasing upon a sale by the 
mortgagee to be a mortgage term, and are ready to register it 
as an independent derivative term without inquiry whether the 
outstanding days have been got in or no. We are not quite 
sure that we have correctly apprehended our correspondent’s 
letter in this respect; but if we have, the practice described 
will tend to encourage taking mortgages by way of sub- 
demise without any registered charge, but we are afraid 
that it will produce confusion on the register. The mortgagor 
will remain registered in respect of the original term, and future 
dealings will be with the derivative term only. On the other 
hand, this practice of the Land Registry Office shews that in 
cases where a registered charge is created it is useless to take a 
mortgage by sub-demise as well. The sub-lease, as our corres- 
pondent points out, not only may, but must be registered upon 
an assignment, and its object therefore is defeated. Having 
regard to the complications with which the matter is attended, 
the only satisfactory course seems to be to obtain an authori- 
tative declaration that a registered charge does not saddle the 
mortgagee with the liabilities of an assignee of the term, and 
then to trust to the registered charge alone and discontinue the 
creation of a separate mortgage by sub-demise. 





Tux ricuts of a father and a mother in respect of the custody 
of their infant children have not yet been placed on an equal 
footing, though the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 
Viet. c. 27), goes a long way in that direction. That Act has 
been described as ‘a mother’s Act”: Re A. and B. (Jnfants), 
(1897, 1 Ch. 786), There remains a curious difference, however, 
in the rights of a husband and wife where they have executed 
a deed of separation containing covenants as to the custody of 
the children, which so far as we are aware has not been noticed 
in the text-books. Formerly a covenant by the husband 
that the wife should have the custody of the children would 
have been merely void, as the father could not contract himself 
out of his common law right ; but by the Infants’ Custody Act, 
1873 (86 & 37 Vict. c. 12), it is enacted that no agreement in any 
separation deed made between the father and mother of an 
infant shall be held to be invalid by reason only of 
its providing that the father of such infant shall give 
up the custody or control thereof to the mother; but the Act 
contains the following provision—namely, that such agree- 
ment shall not be enforced if the court be of opinion that 
it will not be for the benefit of the infant to give effect thereto. 
The effect of this enactment is that every covenant by a husband 
to give the wife the custody of the children, contained in a 
separation deed executed after the passing of the Act, must be 
taken to be qualified by inserting the words ‘subject to the 
approval of the court”: Besant v. Wood (12 Ch. D. 605). 
But there is no corresponding statutory protection for 
the mother where the separation deed provides that 
the father shall have the custody of the children, and 
we think that the absence of the power of supervision 
by the court may in some cases work considerable hardship. In 
the one case the husband always has the right to go behind the 
Separation deed and to ask the court to reconsider the i 
made without risking any benefit the deed may give him or 


the mother is bound by the deed, and where the separation deed 
provides for the payment to her of an annuity and contains a 
covenant against molestation, it would be a great risk for her to 
run to make an application to the court. By the Guardianship 
of Infants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 27), it is enacted that the 
court may, ‘‘ upon the application of the mother of any infant, 
. » . make such order as it may think fit regarding the 
custody of such infant having regard to the welfare 
of the infant, and the conduct of the parents, and to the wishes 
as well of the mother as of the father,”’ but the Act contains no 
provision as regards separation deeds analogous to that in the 
Act of 1873. It may perhaps be argued that every covenant in 
a separation deed executed since the Guardianship of Infants 
Act, 1886, as to the custody of children by the father as well as 
by the mother is to be read as if it contained a qualification 
reserving the right of the court to enforce or refuse to enforce 
the bargain made by making an order under that Act; but in 
the absence of a judicial decision to this effect, it is impossible 
t> say that this is the law, and the point might well be considered 
by Parliament in any fresh legislation on the subject. 





Prosasiy no one will deny that in populous places near water 
it is advisable for the public safety that the letting out of 
pleasure boats should be under proper control, with the view of 
securing that the boats are suitable for their purpose, and in 
good condition, and that the men taking charge of such boats 
are skilled watermen. With this object section 172 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, provides that “any urban authority 
may licence the proprietors of pleasure boats and vessels, and 
the boatmen or other persons in charge thereof, and may make 
bye-laws for regulating the numbering and naming of such 
boats and vessels, and the number of persons to be carried therein, 
and the mooring places for the same, and for fixing rates of 
hire and the qualification of such boatmen or other persons in 
charge, and for securing their good and orderly conduct while in 
charge.” In accordance with this provision, as was supposed, 
many local authorities have adopted a model bye-law made by 
the Local Government Board in i879, to the effect that no boat- 
man shall take charge for hire of a pleasure boat when used for 
hire unless such boatman be licensed. This bye-law will 
probably at first sight strike anyone as being framed in 
accordance with the statute, and certainly if the statute is 
to have any effect, such a bye-law must be capable of 
being enforced Unfortunately, however, the High Court 
has taken quite a different view of the matter. There 
is one case reported on the point—Byrne v. Brown (57 
J. P. 741). The report is merely a short note, and no argu- 
ment or judgment is given. It seems, however, that the court 
upheld a decision of justices that a bye-law prohibiting the 
letting out of boats without being duly licensed was ultra vires, 
as section 172 contains no authority to forbid the use of 
unlicensed boats. Another case on the section, Boden v. Clarke, 
has been recently before the court. The appellant had been 
convicted under a bye-law (framed on the model approved of by 
the Local Government Board) of having taken charge of a 

leasure-boat for hire, neither he nor the proprietor being 
ead In view of Byrne v. Brown, however, the justices 
stated a case raising the question whether or not the 
bye-law was ultra vires. The court quashed the convic- 
tion, declaring that the word “thereof” in section 172 
does not refer to any pleasure boats, as contended on 
behalf of the respondent, but only to the pleasure 
boats belonging to licensed proprietors; that there was no 
er to compel proprietors to take out a licence; and that a 
ye-law dealing with unlicensed boats is ultra vires. It is quite 
clear that if this decision is right section 172 is absolutely 
useless, and we have an example of astatutory provision, passed 
with the important object of preserving life, utterly failing to 
have any effect through some mistake in drafting. It is sub- 
mitted, however, that the court was not justified in this inter- 
pretation of the section, and that, in spite of the somewhat 
unfortunate form in which it is drawn, it is quite sufficient to 
support the view of the Local Government Board that it justities 
and supports the model bye-law. Anyhow, it is most advisable 
that either a different and more authoritative decision should be 
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obtained, or that the Legislature should give the further powers 
required. 





Tur Two supGEs who composed the Divisional Court which 
heard the case of Boden v. Clarke wera Granruam, J., and 
CuannELL, J. The first-mentioned judge delivered judgment 
to the effect stated above. The other judge, however, expressed 
himself as dissatisfied with the decision of his colleague, but 
declined to give a judgmeut to the contrary effect, because he 
would only have to withdraw it again as junior judge. 
This is surely a very unsatisfactory state of things, and 
shews the evil of having a court of appeal ccastituted 
of only two judges. Here we have two judges consider- 
ing whether an important section of an Act of Parliament 
is utterly futile or not. One thinks it is futile, the other 
differs. But because the former is the senior and there is 
no other judge to add bis voice to that of one or the other, the 
decision of the senior is to be accepted. That decision, too, is 
final; there is no appeal from it. Surely it would be only 
reasonable where a court is composed of two judges and they 
differ, and there is no appeal, that the case should be argued 
again before three judges as a matter of course. It would not 
be advisable that every Divisional Court should consist of at 
least three judges, because there are not enough judges to do 
the work as it is. Besides, the cases where the two judges fail 
to agree and where there is no appeal are probably not 
numerous. Such cases do occur, however, and must necessarily 
occur ; and there ought to be a definite rule that no decision at 
all should be recorded under such circumstances until the case 
has been re-argued before a larger court. 


A SOLICITOR’S UNDERIAKING TO STAMP DEEDS. 


Ir is the settled practice to allow unstamped documents to be 
put in evidence upon the personal undertaking of the solicitor 
of the party using such documents to stamp them, and produce 
them stamped, before the order is drawn up. This rule was 
recognized and laid down afresh with much emphasis hy Cozens- 
Harpy, J., in the recent case of Re Coolgardie Gold Fields 
(Limited). Well settled, however, as the practice is, it is quite 
clear, upon a consideration of the facts of the above case, that 
the nature and extent of the responsibility assumed by the 
solicitor who gives such an undertaking are not fully realized by 
the profession as a whole, and therefore no excuse is needed for 
dweliing upon it at some little length. 

To appreciate the real nature of such an undertaking it is 
necessary to glance at the origin of the practice, which is rather 
obscure. It is a curious, and rather remarkable, fact that not 
one of the many text-books dealing with solicitors even mentions 
the practice, much less describes its nature or the obligations 
attaching to it. 

The conditions under which unstamped documents may be 
received in evidence in courts of law were first laid down by the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 8. 28. That Act provided 
that it should be the duty of the officer of the court to call the 
attention of the judge to the omission or insufficiency of stamps 
upon any document, and that such document should not be 
received in evidence until the stamp duty and penalties pre- 
seribed by the Act had been paid to such officer. This provision 
was substantially reproduced by section 16 of the Stamp Act, 
1670, which in its tarn was replaced by section 14 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, the enactment now in force. Section 14 (so far as 
material) runs thus: ‘‘ Upon the production of an instrument 
chargeable with any duty as evidence in any court of civil 
judicature in any part of the United Kingdom, or 
before any arbitrator or referee, notice shall be taken 
by the judge, arbitrator, or referee of any omission or 
ineufficiency of stamp thereon. . . .” ‘The rest of the 
section substantially reproduces the older enactments. It will 
be oiserved that now it is the duty of the judge, and not of the 
officer of the court, to take notice of the omission or insufficiency 
of stamps on documents, and that in strictness such documents 
must not be received in evidence until both duty and penalties 
have been in fact paid. 

It is obvious that the interruption caused by the assessment 








and payment of the duty and penalties, and by the stamping of 
the documents, might often seriously hamper and delay judicial 
proceedings. We find, accordingly, that at a very early date 
the court countenanced a relaxation of the statutory rule 
so far as to allow the documents to be put in evidence, 
and the case to proceed, upon the undertaking of the solicitor to 
stampthem. In Jennings v. Christopher (1854) a solicitor having 
tesdered the money to the registrar, the registrar protested, 
Thereupon the judge said that there was no “officer of the 
court” within section 28 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854, whose duty it was to read the deeds. However, upon the 
solicitor’s undertaking the cause was allowed to proceed, and a 
note was made in the registrar’s book : ‘‘ See that memorandum is 
stamped before drawing up of decree”; and subsequently, 
“N.B.—Stamped.” From that time forward the practice 
seems to have been considered settled. 

Now, it cannot be too clearly understood that such an under- 
taking by a solicitor is a personal undertaking, and not an 
undertaking of the parties. To accept such an undertaking at 
all is a relaxation of the strict statutory rule, and, as is pointed out 
in Re Ward (31 Beav. 1), it is only accepted because the solicitor 
is an officer of the court, which fact ensures the court being able 
easily to enforce it. That the reliance of the court upon its 
officers is not misplaced, the very absence of any case in the 
reports relating to the subject is conclusive Ifthe contention of 
the solicitors in Re Coolgardie Goldfields had been allowed 
to prevail—namely, that their undertaking was intended to be 
not persona], but on behalf of their clients—the foundation upon 
which the present practice is based, and can alone be justified, 
would have been seriously impaired. 

Indeed, the evils of such a course are patent from ths very 
facts of that case. A motion for the rectification of the register 
of the Coolgardie Goldfields Co. was in course of being heard, 
and the solicitor for the company, wishing to put in evidence 
certain unstamped documents, gave, through counsel, the 
“usual” undertaking, upon which the documents were 
used in evidence. The stamps and penalties together 
amounted to over £500. The applicants succeeded, and 
the company went into liquidation. The solicitor applied, 
without success, to be relieved of his undertaking, on the 
ground that he never intended to give a personal under- 
taking, but only an undertaking on behalf of the company (see 
W.N. (1899) 128). If this application had succeeded, the 
revenue, for whose protection the statutory provision as to 
stamping deeds is enacted, would have been a serious loser. 
The solicitor would have escaped responsibility, and it would 
have fallen upon his client, who turned out to be insolvent. 
Indeed, as was pointed out by Cozens-Harpy, J., the 
judge only accepts the undertaking because that is 
the most convenient and sure way of securing the pay- 
ment of the duty and penalties, and therefore he has no 
power to release the solicitor from his undertaking. That is a 
point for the revenue authorities or the Treasury. But, apart 
from possible loss of revenue, the successful parties in- the 
Coolgardie case were very seriously prejudiced by the failure to 
carry out the undertaking, since they could not get the order 
drawn up without producing the deeds duly stamped. It was 
six months after the hearing before they could reap the fruits 
of their judgment, and then only by getting a special order 
made on motion, at considerable expense. 

It is impossible, however, to withhold some measure of 
sympathy from the solicitors in this particular case, although 
their loss has arisen from one of the well-settled practice on 
this point. There is no doubt that in the particular case it was 
never intended to give a personal undertaking, but only an 
undertaking on behalf of the company. Indeéd, the under- 
taking appears to have been given by counsel in that form, or 
in some indefinite form, not strictly personal ; but, of course, it 
was only accepted by the court as the solicitors’ personal under- 
taking. 

The lesson to be learnt from this case is obvious. Remember- 
ing that the undertaking is never accepted by the court except 
as his personal undertaking, a solicitor ought never to instruct a 
counsel to give an wae es a in any other form. If he does, 
there is always a possibility that counsel, assuming that the 
solicitor knows the settled practice, may give the undertaking 
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in some indefinite form, which will, of course, bind the 
solicitor personally if accepted by the court. It is true 
that it is perhaps the duty of counsel not to accept from 
a solicitor anything except a clear personal undertaking. If it 
is qualified in any way, counsel should, we think, point out that 
the undertaking must be personal, and, if accepted by the court, 
is always accepted as such. For there must occasionally be 
cases in which young solicitors may not realize the responsibility 
they are assuming, or old and experienced solicitors may 
momentarily forget it, and they should be warned by counsel 

In the Coolgardie case counsel appears to have given the under- 
taking in general terms, such as ‘‘Of course the usual under- 
taking will be given,” though the solicitors’ instructions, which, 
however, were a little ambiguous, certainly did not amount to a 
clear personal undertaking. In fact there was evidently one of 
those mistakes which will arise occasionally in the delicate 
relations existing between solicitor and counse). In this instance 
the main cause of the mistake was no doubt the, as we think, 
justifiable assumption on the part of counsel that the solicitors 
were fully cognizant of a well-settled rule of practice, and 
therefore understood that they themselves would be primarily 
respons. ble. 

It must also be remembered that a solicitor has a right of 
indemnity from his client upon being forced to pay upon such 
an undertaking, and will, therefore, often be in a position to 
protect himself. 

Another point to remember in this connection is that, when 
one partner in a firm gives such an undertaking, it becomes an 
undertaking personal to the firm and not merely personal to the 
individual partner. This is the general rule with regard to all 
solicitors’ undertakings (Re Woodfin v. Taylor, 30 W. R. 422), 


-and the undertaking to stamp deeds is no exception (per CozEns- 


Harpy, J., in the Coolgardie case). 
In conclusion, it should be noticed that this rule does not 


apply to criminal proceedings, since by section 27 of 17 & 18 
Vict. c. 83 documents are to be admitted without stamps in 


all criminal proceedings, 








COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF PART OF PREMISES. 


Or the provisions in favour of landowners which were intro- 
duced in the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, none is more apparently 
fair than that of section 92, under which a public company are 
forbidden to take a part of a man’s house and leave the 
remainder on his hands. ‘‘ No party,” so runs the section, 
“shall at any time be required to sell and convey to the 
promoters of the undertaking a part only of any house, or other 
building or manufactory, if such party be willing and able to 
sell and convey the whole thereof.” For the effect to be given 
to the three terms here used—‘‘house,” “ building,” and 
“manufactory ”—reference may be made to Richards v. Swansea 
Improvement Co. (9 Ch. D. 425). For the present purpose it is 
sufficient to notice the provision in so far only as it relates 
to houses. If the word is taken literally, it is, of course, 
obvious that the section is essential for the protection 
of property-owners. A company could not be allowed 
to cut through a dwelling-house and leave a mutilated 
fragment for the occupier’s use. But it was very soon 
seen to be impossible to confine the benefit of the section 
to the actual building itself, though when once it had been 
extended further it was not easy to see where the limit was to 
be placed. In this state of affairs the courts were inclined to 
adopt the principle that everything which was necessary for the 
use and enjoyment of the house was to be deemed for the 
purpose of the section to be part of the house; or, if this went 
too fur (see Kerford v. Seacombe, §c., Railway Co., 36 W. R. 431), 
that at any rate under “part of a house” was to be inc!uded 
whatever would pass without special mention on a conveyance 
or devise of the house. In practice this rule has been found 
burdensome to public companies, and it has probably gone 
beyond what was really required for the protection of land- 
owners, but, as the decision of the Court of Appeal this week 
in Low v. Staines Reservoir Joint Committee (Times, Feb. 8) 
shews, the cases upon which it is based are of too respectable 
42 antiquity for them to be attacked, 














The view that by the word “ house” the Legislature intended 
to denote only the actual edifice or structure was pressed upon the 
Court of Appeal in 1857 in Grosvenor v. Hampstead Junction Rail- 
way Co. (1 De G. & J. 446), but was rejected as inadmissibl», and 
in the absence of any other indication as to its meaning it was 
held thst it must be taken in its ordinary legal sense. “I know 
of no means,” said Turner, L.J., ‘‘ by which we can interpret 
the word ‘house’ in this section, except by a reference to the 
legal construction put upon that word in other instruments. I 
take, therefore, the question to be, what would pass under a 
conveyance of the house?” Within a few years there were 
numerous decisions in which this me ge was adopted : see, 
for example, Hewson v. London and South-Western Railway Co, 
(8 W. R. 467), King v. Wycombe Railway Co. (29 L. J. Oh. 462), 
St. Thomas's Hospital v. Charing Cross Railway Co. (1 Johns, 
& H. 400). The effect was to refer the courts back to 
the old authorities as to the meaning to be ascribed to 
“house” in a conveyance, and of these there was no lack. 
‘‘ House,” says Lord Coxg, “ containeth the buildings, curtilage, 
orchard, and garden” (Co. Lit. 56); and “ by the grant of a 
messuage or house the orchard, garden, and curtilage do pass” 
(ibid. 5b). The matter is stated more at length in the 
Touchstone, where it is said: “ By the grant of a messuage, or 
& messuage with the appurtenances, doth pass no more than the 
dwelling-house, barn, dove-house, and buildings adjoining, 
orchard, garden, and curtilage. . . And so much also may 

ass by the grant of a house” (Shep. Touchst., p. 94), And 
Rerjoant Williams in his notes to Smith v. Martin (Wm. Saund. 
ed. 1871, p. 808), after referring to some earlier conflicting 
views, says that ‘‘the best opinion seems to be agreeable to what 
is said by Lord Coxe and Lord Hatz, that the garden is parcel 
of the house, and shall pass by a grant or devise of the house.” 

In numerous cases accordingly it has been held that the garden 
of a house is part of the house for the purpose of section 92 (¢.7., 
Hewson v. London and South-Western Railway Co. (supra), St. 
Thomas's Hospital v. Charing Cross Railway Co. (supra)); and in 
Barnes v. Southsea Railway Co, (27 Ch. D. 536) the same principle 
was extended to a paddock about half an «cre in extent, situated 
behind the garden, the road which gave access to the back of 
the house running through both the paddock and the garden. 
The whole premises, said Bacon, V.C., formed an entire, com- 
plete thing, and he declined to allow the company to take a 
piece of ground at the end of the paddock without at the same 
time taking the rest of the property. The present case of Low 
v. Staines Reservoir Joint Committee (supra) was of a similar 
nature. The property in question comprised rather more than 
two acres, and consisted, in addition to the house, of a garden and 
a paddock of more than oneacre. There was no separate access 
to the paddock, and by the yearly tenant of the premises, who 
carried on the business of a poulterer and greengrocer, it was 
used for keeping fowls and growing fruit. The Court of Appeal 
doubted whether, had the matter been res indegra, they would 
have admitted the rule of construction which was laid down forty 
years ago, but the rule was too well settled to be disturbed. 
The question was whether a grant of the house would include 
the paddock, and upon the circumstances the court were clearly 
of opinion that it would. The defendants, therefore, were not 
at liberty to take a part of the paddock separately. 

But while the interpretation of the word ‘‘house’’ in section 
92 in accordance with its legal signification has resulted in the 
courts giving a considerable extension of the benefit of the 
section in favour of landowners, there are, on the other hand 
numerous cases which shew that the section does not apply where 
land is held with the house rather for the personal convenience 
of the resident than for the convenient occupation of the house 
as a house, or where the land is too distinct to be fairly con- 
sidered as part of the house. The question, what will pass by 
the term ‘‘ house,” depends upon what is necessary for the con- 
venient use and occupation of the house by whoever may chance 
to occupy it, not upon what is necessary for the perscnil con- 
venience and enjoyment of a particular tenant: Steele v. Midland 
Railway Co. (L. R. 1 Ch. 275). In the case just mentioned the 
owner and occupier of a house and six acres of meadow land on 
one side of a road found the land too small for the numerous 
horses and cows which he kept, and he took in addition six and 
a-quarter acres at some little distance off on the other side 
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of the road. It was held that this latter ground was held only 
for his personal convenience, and was not part of the house. 
‘It is impossible,” said Turner, L.J., ‘‘to hold that the 
law is in this position, that what shall pass by the description of 
a house shall depend upon the personal wants of the owner or 
occupier of the house.” So also additional land which forms 
no part of the curtilage or garden, but is held for pleasure 
merely, is not part of the house: Fergusson v. London, Brighton, 
and South Coast Railway Co. (11 W. R. 1088, 33 Beav. 103), 
Pulling v. London, Chotham, and Dover Railway Co. (33 Beav. 
644, 3 D. J. & S. 661). 

The section was beld to be inapplicable also in Kerford v. 
Seacombe, §ce, Railway Co, (86 W, R. 431). The plaintiff being 
the owner of land on one side of a road built for himself a 
dwelling-house on it. Subsequently he bought land on the 
other side of the road, fronting the road and opposite his 
house. He built stables, and coachhouse, and greenhouses on 
part, and laid out the rest as a garden, occupying the whole 
as part of his residence. Kexewicu, J., held that these 
additional buildings and land would not pass on a conveyance 
or devise of the house, and hence, according to the accepted test, 
they were no part of the house within section 92. In the recent 
case of Allhusen vy. Ealing, §c., Railway Co. (46 W. R. 488) the 
ovners of an estate which included a mansion-house and 
grounds, and a private road forming the approach thereto, in 
1890 conveyed to the plaintiffs the mansion-house and grounds 
and the site of the private road, reserving to themselves a right 
of way. Subsequently a railway company served notice to treat 
for a portion of the private road. It was held that this portion 
did not form part of the house within section 92 so as to entitle 
the plaintiff io require the company to take the whole house 
and grounds. The land, said Linptey, L.J., did not fairly come 
within the description of “ part of any house,” extensively as 
that description had been construed by some of the decisions. 

The burden which section 92 imposes upon public companies 
is now, as is well known, frequently avoided by the insertion in 
the special Act of a clause exempting the company from liability 
to take the whole of premises in cases where, in the opinion of 
the arbitrators or jury who have to assess the compensation, the 
part required to be taken can be severed from the rest of the 
property “‘ without material detriment thereto.” When this is 
the case the arbitrators or jury have to decide in the first 
instance upon the fact of “material detriment” (Morrison v. 
Great Eastern Railway Co., 53 L, T. 384), and in doing so they 
may apparently take into consideration any accommodation 
works which the company either offer or are bound to provide : 
see Re Gonty and Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway 
Co. (45 W. RK. 83; 1896, 2 Q. B. 439), Caledonian Railway Co. v. 
Turcan (1898, A. C. 256). 








REVIEWS. 
THE LONDON GOVERNMENT ACT, 1899. 


Taz Lonpon GOVERNMENT ACT, 1899: AND THE VARIOUS STATUTES 
INCORPORATED WITH IT OR SPECIALLY REFERRED TO THEREIN. 
Wiru NotrEs anv INDEX. By ALEXANDER Macmorran, Q.C, 
and 8. G. Lusuixneron and E. J. NaLpReEtTT, Barristers-at-Law. 
Shaw & Sous; Butterworth & Co. 


This book is not so complete as some of the other editions of the 
London Government Act which have been noticed in these columns. 
The authors have, no doubt, reserved the full consideration of the 
difficulties of the Act for the larger work which the preface fore- 
shadows, a work dealing with the whole of the statutes relating to 
the local government of London. Meanwhile they have issued a 
book in which the text of the Act and of some of the incorporated 
enactments are set out with somewhat scanty notes. These notes are 
useful so far as they go, but in some cases the views expressed appear 
open to question—for instance, the Act enables schewes to be 
wate for waking such alterations in the School Board electoral 
d visions as may be rendered necessary by any alteration in 
the area of the county of London: the authors express the 
opinion that by this clause it is ‘ obviously intended that the 
electoral divisions for School Board elections shall be coterminous 
with the boroughs.” This can hardly be so, because the power to 
alter the electoral divisions is confined to cases where that is rendered 
necessary by an alteration in the area of the county—in other words, 
where the county is diminished or added to, the School Board 





divisions must be altered to correspond. This is very different from 
saying that the eleven existing School Board divisions are to he 
converted into twenty-eight divisions coterminous with the boroughs 
—a very sweeping change. What is wanted in a book of this kind 
(intended to give assistance in the re-arrangement of London local areas 
which is now going on) is full information as to the existing areas 
which are or may be affected; in this the book is deficient. The 
printing and get-up is unexceptionable, and the index is adequate. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


THE STUDENTS’ CRIMINAL AND MAGISTERIAL Law. WRITTEN 
SPECIALLY FOR CANDIDATES FOR THE FINAL AND HoNovURS 
EXAMINATIONS OF THE LAw Society. By ALBERT GIBSON and 
ARTHUR WELDON, Solicitors. Turrp Epirion. The Law Notes 
Publishing Offices. 

This is a book written for the use of candidates for ex- 
amination. As a general rule such books are best left alone, but 
we are bound to say that the experienced ‘‘ coaches’? who have 
compiled this work have given students a eafe and sound 
bridge over one of the rivers of difficulty which have 
to be crossed before the articled clerk can be admitted 
to the roll of solicitors. In former editions the various 
crimes were arranged alphabetically, which was by no means 
a satisfactory plan, as under it kindred offences were often widely 
separated. The new arrangement, by which offences are grouped 
together according to their nature, greatly increases the value of the 
book. We do not, however, at all like the division of all crimes into 
‘Public Crimes” and ‘“ Private Crimes.” There is no such 
thing as a private crime. Every indictment alleges that the 
crime was committed ‘“‘against the peace of our Lady the 
Queen, her Crown and Dignity,” and every crime is an offence 
against the community. The line between the two divisions, 
moreover, is drawn in a somewhat arbitrary manner, and it is 
impossible to follow the authors’ reasons for their classification in 
many cases. None the less the matter of the book seems accurate and 
reliable, and it is brought well up to date. It may safely be put 
in the hands of students who desire to pass their examinations with- 
out an unnecessary amount of reading. 





COPYRIGHT IN DESIGNS. 


THE Law or CopyRIGHT IN DESIGNS: WITH THE STATUTES, RULES, 
ForMSs, AND INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION. By Harry KNox, 
B.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, and Jesse W. Hinp, M.A. 
(Oxon.), Solicitor, Reeves & Turner. 


This is a clearly-written and well-printed treatise on a rather small 
branch of law, which is well worthy of more attention than has 
usually been paid to it, having regard to its great importance to the 
commercial community, especially to the textile industries. The 
book contains all that could reasonably be expected to be found in it, 
and the method of arrangement and explanation is quite satisfactory. 
The authors do not shrink from expressing their views on most 
points—e.g., as to the possibility of bringing an infringement action in 
the county court. Whether the view they take as to this point is 
correct we take leave to doubt, and we rather think they have gone 
too far in assuming that the decision as to patents (Reg. v. County 
Court Judge of Halifax, 1891, 1 Q. B. 798, 2 ib., 268) is applicable to 
registered designs. The registrar’s certificate of registration 
contains nothing equivalent to the words of a patent grant, ‘‘ We, of 
our especial grace, certain knowledge and mere motion, do” grant 
&c, Again, the definition of ‘‘the court’ as the High Court has surely 
no application except where the phrase “‘ the court ” is used, which is 
not the case as to either section 58 or section 59. However, the High 
Court is no doubt the preferable tribunal, even if the county court 
available. Passing from this point, we may fairly say that the 
subject of the work itself, the authors and the printers have alike 
contributed to make the book attractive. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Annual Digest of ail the Reported Decisions* of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Irish. With a Collection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Over- 
ruled, or Questioned ; and References to the Statutes passed during 
the year 1899. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet « 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Table shewing Conditions of Appeal from the Colonies and 
Possessions, as well as from the Foreign Jurisdictions of the Crown: 
being an Appendix to the Volume (founded on Macpherson’s Practice 
of the J udicial Committee of the gs, Mee now in the Press, 
entitled “‘ Privy Council Practice.” By Frank SAFForRD, Recorder of 
Canterbury, and GzoRGE WHEELER, of the Judicial Department 
of the Privy Council, Barristers-at-Law, 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE MEETING OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—May I correct an error in your report of the meeting held on 
the 26th ult., appearing in your esteemed journal of the 3rd inst. 
The amount of the mortgage to which I referred was £600, of which 
£100, and not £500, as stated, was paid off ; and I remarked that if 
in the case of an ordinay mortgage deed a receipt for this sum had 
been indorsed thereon, a fee of one guinea to the mortgagee’s 
solicitors, and a similar fee to the mortagor’s),solicitors, would in my 
opinion have been sufficient to meet the requirements of the case, 
whereas, the charge being on the register, the costs incurred came to a 
much larger sum, including fees paid amounting nearly to fifteen 
shillings. 

May I take this opportunity of adding that I think our thanks are 
due to the Council for the extremely gratifying way in which they 
one and all appeared to shew their desire to assist the profession by 
every means in their power in furthering its welfare. 

It must have come as a surprise toa large number of the members 
present to learn how much labour and care is bestowed on the 
important matters coming within the scope of their duties ; and instead 
of carping criticisms, I think we owe them a debt of gratitude, which 
some members are at times unwilling to recognize. 

So long as we can secure the services, ungrudgingly rendered, of 
such men as to-day form the Council of our society, we may rest 
assured that the best and highest interests of the profession will be 
properly and thoroughly safeguarded. 


London, Feb. T. RorHWELL Has.am. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—At the meeting of the Law Society last week, the president 
condemned the Land Transfer Act in severe terms, saying that the 
statute was injurious to every holder of land in the country. Upon 
this I asked why, if the Act is such a bad one, did the Council not 
oppose it originally, and I received the reply, “ We did to the best of 
our power.” Can the president’s answer be accepted when it is 
remembered that the Act was passed at the fag-end of the Session of 
1897, when the most ordinary opposition would have wrecked it, and 
when it is borne in mind that the society made no effort whatever to 
have the Committee of 1895 reappointed, notwithstanding the fact 
that there was, and is now, upon the records of the House a report 
of a Committee which condemns the principle of the measure ? 

Moreover, as you suggest in your issue of to-day, the present 
attitude of some members of the Council must cause the gravest 
distrust amongst the profession, inasmuch as we were told by one of 
that body that the opposition to the Bill for the acquisition of sites 
for Land Registry purposes is doomed to failure. 

The profession may well despair of its leaders if it is to be informed 
at the outset of a crisis that “ the society will fail in its efforts.” A 
fine spirit, truly, but having regard to the conduct of the Council in 
the past with reference to this subject, itis not to be wondered at that 
they are still imbued with the fatal spirit of compromise, and that the 
dread of opposing those in high places is ever present to their minds. 
One could wish that, instead of “sagging with doubt and shaking 
with fear,” the Council would “ screw their courage to the sticking- 
place” and shew that they, as representing the profession, have some 
power in the land and mean to use it. 
J. RowLanpd Hopwoon. 


13, South-square, Gray’s-inn, Feb. 3. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—As you have mentioned the names of members of the Council 
present at the recent special general meeting, kindly add mine. 
64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Feb. 3. R. PENNINGTON. 


[We owe Mr, Pennington many apologies, and cannot understand 
the omission of his name from the report, unless it is that, as he is 
never | any chance absent from any meeting, our reporter thought 
it would be necessarily assumed that 4 was present.—Ep. S. J.]. 





REGISTRATION OF LEASEHOLD LAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—There are two points upon the question of registration of 
leasehold land, touched upon in several most useful articles in last 
year’s volume of your journal, to which I should like to refer, 





The first point is as to the advisability of making use of the regis- 
tered charges provided for by the Land Transfer Acts in preparing 
~~ eat porte A der the heading ‘‘ C T 

ou sug; in your note un ‘* Current Topics,” 
in your age the 8th of July last, that it is desirable to take a 
registered charge coupled with a mortgage by sub-demise off the 


ith all deference to the opinion you have expressed, I would, how- 
ever, suggest that a mortgage by sub-demise, containing a d i 
of trust in favour of the mortgagee in respect of the outstanding days, 
coupled with an irrevocable power of attorney in favour of the mort- 
gagee for the purpose of enabling him to get in such owas: ey 8, 
would, if protected by the deposit of the land certificate and by the 
entry on the register of a restriction under section 58 of the Act of 
1875, meet all possible requirements of the case, and, seeing that the 
mortgagee would be in a position to the whole of the term 
granted by the lease, would enable him, upon an exercise of his 
power of sale, to enter the purchaser on the register as the registered 
proprietor of the original term. 

I that this would be preferable to taking a registered 
charge and also a mortgage by sub-demise, on the ground that it is 
less cumbersome, and also on the ground that there has been no 
authoritative declaration that a mortgagee of leaseholds under a 
registered charge does not become the legal assignee of the term so 
as to be liable on the covenants of the lease, and without some 
authoritative declaration there must at all events be some doubt as 
to the operation of a registered charge. Such, at least, seems to have 
+ ee opinion of the writer of the article in your issue of the 6th of 

ay last. 

The other point I wish to refer to is as to the position of a 
purchaser of a derivative term where the mortgage creating the 
derivative term contains a declaration of trust of the outstanding 
days in favour of the mortgagee. The practice adopted by the 
Land Registry in cases where the m ge contains such a deciara- 
tion is to register an assignment of the derivative term without 
stopping to inquire whether the outstanding days have been got in 
or not. This I can assert from experience. 

Such being the case, it — to me that it becomes compulsory 
to register assignments of derivative terms where there is such 4 
declaration of trust as above-mentioned. 

Rule 59 of the Land Transfer Rules states that ‘‘ an assignment on 
sale ofalease . . . executed after the date specitied in the order 
and capable of registration, shall operate only 4s an agreement, and 
shall not pass any legal estate to the assignee . . until he is 
registered as proprietor of the lease.’’ 

An assignment of a derivative term containing a declaration of trust 
of the excepted days is a document “‘ capable of registration,” and 
rule 60 of the Land Transfer Rules of June, 1899, defines an “‘ assign- 
ment” as ‘‘any instrument by virtue whereof there is conferred or 
completed a title under which an application for registration as first 
proprietor of leasehold land may be made.” 

An application for registration as first proprietor may, as I have 
stated above, be made if there is a declaration of trust of the excepted 
days in the mortgage creating the sub-demise. Consequently, it 
appears to me that assignments of derivative terms must be registered 
in all cases except where there is no declaration of trust of the 
outstanding days; and as by far the majority of a by sub- 
demise now executed contain such a declaration, it would seem, if my 
argument is right, that assignments of derivative terms will almost 
invariably have to be regi R 

In a case recently under my notice it has been argued that the 
registration of an assignment of a derivative term where the 
declaration of trust is inserted is optional, and some countenance is 
given to this view by the officials at the Land Registry, but if the 
wording of the rules is carefully studied, I think it will become a 
clear that this is an erroneous view. E. 8. W. 

39, Eastcheap, London, Feb. 2. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—In illustration of Mr. Rubinstein’s remarks at the Law 
Society’s meeting touching the expense and annoyance caused in 
the working of this Act, I may give the following instance. 

A client of mine, before the era of compulsion, bought for £1,300 
the copyhold property upon which he carries on his business. 

It is in a part of the county of London now subject to the com- 
pulsory clause of the Act. 

Lately he arranged to enfranchise the property in consideration of 
£27 payable to the lord, and, after erecting new buildings, to borrow 
from a building society £1,400 upon m of the freehold. 

My charges as to the enfranchisement were £3 3s., including 
negotiation, but I found that the additional expense entailed by the 
Act was £4 1s., made up as follows :— 
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Land Transfer Office fee, calculated not upon the 


£27 consideration, but upon £1,327 2 
Solicitor’s fee allowed by the rules 220 
£6 3 0 


Nor was this all. The cost of the mortgage (exclusive of stamps) 
was, according to the scale of the building society, £7 17s. 6d., but 
the placing of the property on the register would entail the following 
additional expense :— 


Land Transfer Office fee on £1,400 £4 4 0 
Solicitor’s fee... Es oe os 2 2.9 
£6 6 0 

This shews a total additional expenditure of £12 9s. attributable 


solely to the Act. 

Moreover, the expenditure is productive of absolutely no advantage. 
The enfranchisement deed is self-contained, and is a simpler document 
and but a few words longer than the form of certificate of possessory 
title. The title of the lord of the manor being well known, an 
enfranchisement by him, however recent, is readily accepted as a root 
of title, while a certificate of possessory title is not so accepted. 
A ible saving of expense forty years’ hence, when the possessory 
title has grown into an absolute one, does not appeal to my client. 
Even if he should want to sell at that remote time, he thinks the 
£12 9s., used in his business in the meantime, would grow into a 
—: larger sum than he would save on such sale by having registered 

Eventually my client refused to register the property, and (the 
building society assenting) the sale and mortgage were completed 
by registration. A So.iciTor. 

eb. 8. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
SOUTH AFRICAN BREWERIES (LIM.) v. KING. No.2. 2nd Feb. 


Cowriicr or Laws—Enouisx Law anp Law or Sovrn Arrican REpvs.ic 
— Contract—Locvs SotvTionis. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (47 W. R. 681), to 
the effect that a contract made in Johannesburg between a company 
registered in England and an Englichman resident in Johannesburg, and 
intended to be performed exclusively at Johannesburg, was governed 
by the law of the South African Republic. By an agreement in 
writing made on the 14th of October, 1892, between ‘he Natal 
Breweries Syndicate (registered in England mainly for the purpose 
of carrying on the business of brewers in various parts of South 
Africa) and the defendant, and executed in England, the defendant agreed 
t> serve the syndicate as a brewer at Johannesburg till the 6th of 
November, 1894, at a salary of £300 a year. The defendant further 
undertook by the said agr‘ement not to engage in any brewing business 
in South Africa for a period of five years from the determination of bis 

ent. In November, 1892, the undertaking of the syndicate 
(including the benefit of the said agreement) was transferred to the South 
African United Breweries (a company registered in England). After tLe 
6th of November, 1894, the defendant continued in the service of 
the said company on terms generally similar to those of his 
former employment. By an ment in writing made at Johannesburg 
on the llth of Apml, 1895, between the said company and the 
defendant (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘second agreement’’) the 


| enter final judgment under order 14. 


evidence that the defendant was advised at the time of his signing 
the second agreement that the stipulation in clause 8 was invalid by 
the law of the South African Republic, and that he was so informed 
by the plaintiff company’s agent. The plaintiff company now appealed 
from the decision; and it was argued on their behalf, on the authority 
of Hamlyn v. Talisker Distillery (1894, A. ©. 202), that tte con- 
tract was governed by English law, because (1) the form of the recond 
agreement was English; (2) although the Jocus contractus of the 
second agreement was at Johannesburg, yet the agreement was made 
in continuation of the agreement of the 14th of October, 1892, 
the locus contractus of which was in England; (3) it could not be 
supposed that the parties deliberately entered into a contract which they 
knew would be invalid. Hence it must be inferred that they never 
intended the agreement to be goverued by Transvaal law. 

Tre Court (Linpiey, M.R., Vavenan Wiiiiams and Romer, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linptey, M.R.—In my opinion the judgment of the court below is 
unquestionably right. Whatever be the law of the South African Kepublic, 
I am clear that the agreement of the 11th of April, 1895, is governed by it. 
That agreement was to be carried out exclusively at Johannesburg except 
so far, perhaps, as it might be temporarily necessary, owing to some 

ressing business, to dispatch the defendant to some other country. The 

efendant contracted to act as the company’s representative at Johannes- 
burg, and his contract is accordingly governed by the law of that country. 
The appeal must be dismis-ed with costs. 

VaucHan Wiis and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.— Counsgi, Warrington, 
Q.C., and Younger, Q.C.;° Buckmaster. Sourcrrors, Loughborough, Gedge, 
Nisbet, § Drew ; H. G. Campion, 

[Reported by J. E. Morris, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GENERAL RAILWAY SYNDICATE; WHITELEY’S CASE. 
No. 2. 3rd Feb. 


Company—Winpinc vrp—Conrrisutory—Action ror Payment or CaLts— 
Summons rok Leave To Enter Frinat JupGMent—AFFIpAvit—CountTER- 
cLaIm—Procegpincs TAKEN BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF WINDING UP. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J. (reported 1899, 1 Ch. 

770). The question involved was whether a shareholder was too late for 
relief who had, before the commencement of winding-up proceedings, 
filed an affidavit in — to an application for final judgment under 
order 14 in an action by the company for calls, setting up misrepresenta- 
tion as a defence, and stating his intention to counterclaim for rescission on 
that ground. He bad obtained leave to defend on this affidavit, but had 
not delivered his counterclaim before the presentation «f the winding-up 
petition. The facts were as follow: On the 15th of June, 1896, 5,000 
shares of the above-named company were allotted to W. H. Whiteley. 
On the 22nd of December, 1897, a call of 5s. per share was made. On the 
27th of June, 1898, the company commenced an action against Whiteley 
for the amount due on his shares, and applied by summons for leave to 
On the 15th of July, 1898, 
Whiteley filed an affidavit setting up misrepresentation as a ground of 
defence, and stating that he intended to counterclaim for rescission. On 
the 20th of July, 1898, unconditional leave to defend was given to 
Whiteley. On the 22nd of July a petition was presented asking that the 
company might be wound up by the court. On the 2nd of August 
Whiteley put in a defence to the action, and also delivered a counterc!aim 
for rescission on the ground of misrepresentation. On the 3rd of August 
a roo winding-up order was made on the petition. The liquidator 
settled Whiteley on the list of contributories in respect of the 5,000 shares. 
A summons was issued to vary the list by striking off Whiteley’s name, 
with leave to raise the question whether it was too late for Whiteley to set 
up a case of misrepresentation against the company. Wright, J, held 
that Whiteley had uot commenced proceeding: to set uside the contra t to 
take shares before the petition was filed, and was consequently too late for 
relief. Whiteley appealed. 

Tre Covrr (Linptey, M.R., VaucHan Wiutuiams and Romer, L.JJ.) 





defendant agreed to serve the said company (subject to certain rights of | 
dismissal on their part) for a term of five years from the 1st of October, | 
1894, as brewer at Johannesburg, fora monthly salary of £54 3s. 4d. By | 
clause 8 of the second agreement the defendant bound himself not to | 
engage in any brewing business in South Africa for ten years after the | 
determination of his employment under the second agreement except with | 
the consent in writing of the board of directors in London. ta May, | 
1895, the said company was reconstructed, and the whole of its under- | 
taking (including the benefit of the second agreement) was transferred | 
to the plaintiff company (whose registered office was also in England). | 
pb memorandum indorsed u the second agreement and dated the | 
12th of July, 1895, the defen 
tiff company upon the terms in all respe 
On the 3rd of September, 1895, the plaintiff company duly determined | 


allowed the appeal. 

Liyotey, M.R.—The court has to consider what is the effect of the 
practice introduced by the Judicature Act upon the rule laid down before 
the passing of that Act in Re The Scottish Petroleum Co (31 W. &. 846, 
23 Ch. D. 413), that a shareholder must take proceedings before the com- 
mencement of the winding up to have his name removed from the register. 
No ove quarrels with that rule; but it is difficult for judges to frame 

age adapted for all possible cases, and the real question is whether 
what has been done here by the applicant is not equivalent to taking pro- 
ceedings for the removal of his name from the register. In my opivion it 
is. Before the winding up the company, in an action against the applicant 


t formally agreed to serve the plain- | for calls, took out @ summons under order 14 for leave to sign final judg- 
of the second agreement. | ment. 


What is the effect of that? The applicant has two courses open to 
him. He might commence a cross-action for rescission, or put in a 


the employment of the defendant under the second agreement and | counterclaim. The latter course would not have been*open to him under 


under the eaid memorandum. The defendant having subsequently 


—_ in breach of clause 8 of the tecond agreement, to manage | that would, I think, have been rather a vexatious proceeding 

4 t laintiff company issued a writ (the | the alternative course and applied for leave to defend, 

at the time in England) asking the court to restrain | 
the contem lated 


ery at Durban, the 
defendant bein 
the defendant breach of his undertaking. 
defendant having pleaded that the second agreement and the memorandum 
of the 12th of July, 1495, were executed in the Transvaal, and that all 
duties under them were to be 


t | his counterclaim, but he had got leave to defend. 
performed exclusively in that country, and | me that by doing that he had done all that could reasonably be expected 


the old practice, and though he might still have commenced a crose-action, 
He took 
Leave to defend 
was given to him on an affidavit, which really raises no other defence 


The | than that he has aright to rescission and intends to counterclaim. It 


is true that a winding-up petition was precented before he delivered 
It appears to 


having submitted that the second agreement and the said memorandum | in the way of commencing legal proceedings to establish his right to 
ea, governed by the law of the South African Republic, «| repudiate bis shares. The authorities do not require more than this. I 


were 
declaration effect was made by the court on the trial of the action, 
and the further hearing was in order that the law of the 


South African Republic might be ascertained. 





do not say whether the decision in Re Cleveland Iron Co, (16 W. R. 95) went 


too far or not. But we are asked to extend the principle of that decision, 


It appeared from the | which was under the old practice, to what was done here under the new 
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practice. which is quite different. I think that would be wholly unjustifi- 
able. The appeal must be allowed. 

Vauenan Wiiiiams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Upjohn, 
Q.0., and W. Whateley; Hon. E. C. Macnaghten, Q.C., and Peterson. 
Soicrrons, Ward, Perks, ¢ McKay ; Hays, Schmettau, § Dunn. 

{Reported by J. I. Stixuinc Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
WHITTINGTON v. SEALE-HAYNE. Farwell, J. 6th Feb. 
LeAsE—MISREPRESENTATION —REscissionN—AMOUNT RECOVERALE. 


This was an action for the rescission of a lease brought by the lessees on 
the ground of misrepresentation by the lessor’s agent. The lessees had 
gone into possession of Whitton Manor House, near Hounslow, under an 
agreement by the defendant to grant a lease to them for twenty-one years, 
determinable at the expiration of seven or fourteen years, at an annual rent 
of £80 for the first seven years. A few months afterwards the lessees 
executed the lease by which they covenanted to “‘ execute all such works as 
are or may uuder or in pursuance of any Act or Acts of Parliament 
passed or hereafter to be passed be directed or required by any local or 
public authority to be executed atany time during the said term upon 
or in respect of the said premises whether by the landlord or tenant 
thereof.”’ The plaintiffs alleged that although the agents of the 
defendant had assured them that the premises were in a proper sanitary 
condition it had subsequently turned out that the water supply 
was poisoned by defective drainage, and in consequence the wife of 
the manager of the plaintiffs’ poultry-rearing business had become 
seriously ill and their stock was damaged to the extent of £1,600. 
In October, 1898, the local authority declared the house unfit for human 
habitatiou, and required it to be put in order. The plaintiffs consequently 
brought this ection claiming rescission of the lease, damages, and an 
indemnity against all costs and charges incurred by them in respect of the 
matters alleged in the statement of claim, and alternatively the 
performance by the defendant of a collateral agreement to guarantee the 
sanitary state of the premises alleged to have been given by his agents on 
his behalf. The defendant admitted the insanitary state of the house, but 
denied that he or his agents gave any warranty. It was admitted 
in argument on behalf of the plaintiffs that no fraud on the part of the 
defendant or his agents could be shewn. On behalf of the defendant it 
was contended that he was not liable to give an indemnity for anything 
but what was actually required to be done under the contract, and there 
was no obligation to replace the plaintiffs’ stock. 

Farwe 1, J.—This case raises a poiat of some nicety and difficulty. 
Assuming for the purposes of this case that the musrepresentation was 
made, the question arises to what extent the plaintiffs ought to be 
restored to tne status quo ante. The defendant admits that he is bound, 
so far as liabilities incurred and. payments made under the contract are 
concerned, but the plaintiffs claim that the consequences of the misrepre- 
sentation must be made good by the defendant. In this case I think the 
defendant’s view is the correct one. The matter has been left somewhat 
at large by the authorities, but it seems clear that what I have 
decide is whether the plaintiffs are entitled to damages for an innocent 
misrepresentation. Now, Lord Herschell in Derry v. Peek (38 W. R. 33, 
14 App. Cas. 337) expressly lays aside the doctrine of Burrowes v. Lock (10 
Ves. 470), and that class of cases; and, as was shewn in Brownlie v. 
Campbell (5 App. Cas. 935), these cases had nothing to do with actions 
to recover damages for false representations. In Low v. Bouverie (40 
W. R. 50; -1891, 3 Ch. 82) the Court of Appeal expressly overruled 
Slim v. Croucher (8 W. R. 347, 2 Giff. 37), which might have supported 
the plaintiffs’ contention. It is difficult to see how the doctrine of making 
representations good survives. If it survives at all it survives only as 
part of the law of estoppel. But estoppel will not of itself create a cause 
of action. As was pointed out by Bowen, L.J., there must be a separate 
cause of action. The difficulty is created by the decision of the Court of 
Appeal-‘in Newbigging v. Adam (37 W. R. 97, 34 Ch. D. 582). The Lords 
Justices do not seem to have been agreed, but the judgment of Bowen, L.J., 
isto be preferred. Redgrave v. Hurd (20 Ch. D. 1) is a clear authority that 
innocent misrepresentation is not a ground for giving damages. The 
point I have here to consider is what obligations are within the contract. 
Defendant’s counsel has admitted that rent and repairs due under the 
covenants in the lease are so, but I do not think the claim for damage to 
stock can be held to be.—Oounsgt, Bramwell Davis, Q.0., and Yelverton ; 
Hughes, Q.C., and Dauney. Soxicrrors, T. J. Pettigrew ; Hilder. 

{Reported by J, F. Isexix, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CHAMBERS y. GOLDTHORPE. Div. Court. 2nd and 5th Feb. 
Axnirration—Posrrion or Annrrrator—Akcairecr’s OsrtiricaTs—Qvasi- 
JupDIcIAL Posrrion or Ancurrect—NoN-LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENCE, 

Appeal by the plaintiff from the Holmfirth County Court. The action 
was brought by the appellant, an architect, against the respondent, who 


had employed him to prepare plans for buildings, he, the respondent, was 
about to erect, and to superintend and measure up the work. A con- 
tractor was employed by the respondent to carry out the said building 
work, and in the contract between the respondent and the contractor were, 
inter alia, the following clauses. Olause 29: ‘‘A certificate of the 
architect, or an award of the referee hereinafter referred to, 





as the case may be, shewing the final balance due or payable 
to the contractor is to be conclusive evidence of the works having 
been duly completed, and that the contractor is entitled to receive pay- 
ment of the final balance. . . .’? Olause 22 of the contract provided 
that, in case of any question, dispute, or difference arising between 
the proprietor, or the architect on bis behalf, and the contractor as to 
various matters therein specified, arising under or out of the contract, 
including questions ‘‘ as to the works having been duly completed,” or in 
case the contractor shall be dissatisfied with any certiticate of the architect 
under certain of the clauses of the contract, “‘or in case he (the 
architect) shall withhold or not give any certificate to which the 
contractor may be entitled, then such question, dispute, or difference, 
or such certificate, or the value or matter which should be 
as the case may be, is to be from time to time referred ”’ to arbitration. 
From the evidence it appeared that the plaintiff had incorrectly 
measured up certain of the materials used by the contractor, owing to 
which mistake the certificate made out by the plaintiff was for 
a larger amount than it would otherwise have been. The defendant 
admitted the claim of the plaintiff, but counterclaimed for damages for 
negligence. In the —— court the judge gave judgment for the 
plaintiff on his claim and for the defendaut on his counterclaim. From 
this judgment the plaintiff now appealed, and on his behalf it was 
contended that he had acted in a judicial or quasi-judicial charscter in 
giving, as an architect, his certificate, and that so long as he acted 
honestly and without fraud he was not liable to an action for damages for 
want of skill. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that the 
appellant was not acting as an arbitrator, because in measuring up the 
quantities for him he was acting as his servant and agent; and further, 
tnat the terms of the contract shewed that the appellant was not employed 
as an arbitrator. In support of this contention the following castes were 
cited: Rogers v. James (8 Times L. R. 67), Stevenson v. Watson (27 W. R. 
682.4 C. P. D. 148), Tharsis Sulphur Co. v. Loftus (21 W. R. 107, L. R. 8 
C. P. 1), Pappa v. Rose (20 W. R. 62, L. R. 7 O. P. 32 and 525). 

Tur Court (CHANNELL and Buckni11, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cuanna_L, J., in giving judgment, said that it was not denied that if the 
appellant was acting in a judicial or qguasi-jadicial capacity as arbitrator 
no action would lie against him for neg ce only apart from 
dishonest or fraudulent conduct on bis part. It had been argued that 
this was so because an arbitrator does not enter into an implied contract 
that he possesses proper skill to decide the point in issue accurately, but 
that he is employed to do his best. That, however, he, the learned judge, 
did not think was the true reason ; he thought the true reason was that it 
is wpe to po into the = oe an our had been 
negligent or not. Ju acting in their judicial capacity were not liable 
for uttering injurious aot even when spoken mabeinelr, not because 
judges, b law, were allowed to be malicious, but because it was 
not considered desirable to have an investigation in such matters. 
In the present case it did not matter whether the appellant had entered 
into any contract with either the respondent or the contractor, for even if 
he had entered into a contract with the respondent, he had also been placed 
in the position of an arbitrator, and in so far as he acted as an arbitrator 
between the respondent and the contractor he was not liable for mere 
negligence, but only for dishonesty or fraud, and negligence only in so far 
as he acted as agent for the respondent. This test was laid down in the 
case of Pappa v. Rose. It was clear that in this case the appellant was 
only bound to act in a quasi-judicial capacity in giving his certificate. 

Bucxnu1, J., delivered judgment to the same effect. A: allowed. 
Leave to appeal given.—CounsEL, Scott For, Q.0.; Lowenthat. Soxrcrrors, 
Van Sandau ¢ Co., for Mills, Huddersfield ; Learoyd $ Co. 

(Reported by E. G. Srrtiwett, Barrister-at-Law.} 


CRYSTAL PALACE GAS CO. v. IDRIS & CO. (LIM.). Div. Court. 
5th Feb. 


NecGiiesnce—Damacrs—Riexut or Action at Common Law—Remepy 
Provipep By Sprctat Act—Gas Works Criavuses Act, 1847, s. 20. 


Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of the county court 
judge sitting at Bloomsbury. The action was brought by the gas 
—— recover damages against the defendant company for injuries 
caused by the negligent driving of one of the defendant oseeg> 
servants to a lamp-post belonging to the intiffs. 
first instance a summons was 
before a magistrate under the provisi 
Clauses Act, 1847, under section 6 of which and by their private Act the 
gas com were authorized to erect and keep lamps and lamp 
the public streets. Section 20 of the Act of 1847 provides as 
** Every person who shall or accidentally break, throw 
damage any pipe, pillar, of lamp 3 : 
eS oor cee of amb A Ay two yestions 
un e me as any 
oS oe Oe _. ee oe 
proceedings on the groun’ at pro iy one 
against the person who did the act of, and not against his 
master, and the summons was dismissed. plaintiff company then took 
out a summons in the county court, and the judge in that 
entered pnpaeete favour of the plaintiffs. The defendants now 
On ot the appellants it was contended that the res: 
recover dam by action at common law was ousted by section 
Gas Works Clauses Act, and that their only remedy was by proceeding 
under that section because where a pecuniary obligahon and a remedy for 
enforcing it were created by a special statute, the only remedy that 
could be adopted wen the smady orund by that statute, and in 
of this contention the case of Y. 
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(2 C. B. N.S. 477) was cited, Further, it was contended that proceedings 
having already been taken under the special Act no action lay against the 
defendants in the county court, and that the liability (if any) was, under 
the said Act, limited to £5. For the respondents it was conteaded that 
their right of remedy, as plaintiffs, at common law was not taken away by 
the said Act. 

Tue Court (CHANNELI and Buckni11, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, and in 
giving judgment held that there was nothing in the special Act to oust the 
respondents’ right of action at common law. The principle laid down in 
the case of The Vestry of St. Pancras v. Batterbury only applied where a new 
obligation was created, and a remedy for enforcing it was given, bya 
special Act. This was not the case here. Appeal dismis:ed.—CovnseEL, 
Bartley Denniss; Saunt. Souicrrors, H. C. Godfrey ; Blythe, Dutton, 
Hartley, § Blythe. 


[Reported by E. G. Srititwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 
Ke NORTH OF ENGLAND IRON STEAMSHIP INSURANCE ASSOCIATION. 
Cozens-Hardy, J. 24th and 31st Jan. 


Company — UNLIMITED — ALTERATION OF MEMORANDUM OF AssOCIATION— 
JvuRIspicTIonN—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c 89), ss. 8, 9, 10, 79 
—Companies (Winpinc-vPp) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), ss. 1, 32 (2), 
33—Companies (MEMORANDUM oF AssocrATIon) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. 
c. 62), 8. 1. 


Petition under the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890. 
The company was incorporated in 1876 with unlimited liability for 
the purpose of carrying on the business of insuring ships belonging to the 
members. Tne application was for the purpose of enlarging the scope of 
the company's memorandum of association. Un the hearing of the 
petition the question arose whether the court was competent to wind up 
the company, which had no capital paid up or credited as paid up. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., said: Tunis is a petition for the confirmation of a 
special resolution altering the memorandum of association of the North of 

ogland Iron Steamship Insurance Association. Jurisdiction is given by 
the Compauies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, to ‘‘ the court 
woich has jurisdiction to make an order winding up the company.’’ The 
first question I have to consider is whether I have any jurisdiction to deal 
with the petition. ‘The association was registered as an unlimited company 
in February, 1876. The memorandum of association contained three 
clauses: (1) ‘he name of the company is the North of England Iron 
Steamship Incurance Association ; (2) the registered office of the company 
will be situate in England; (3) the object for which the company is 
established 1s the mutual insurance of iron steamships insured with the 
company by members of the company. This complied strictly with 
section 10 of the Companies Act, 1862. The company has no shares 
and no capital. It is, however, a company the winding up of which is 
plainly contemplated by section 79 of the Act of 1862, and under section 
81 of that Act the Chancery Division of the High Court had jurisdiction to 
wind it up. But by section 33 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
section 81 of the Act of 1862 is repealed and section 1 of the tormer Act is 
substituted. That section is as follows: ‘‘ (1) The courts having jurisdiction 
t» wind up companies in England and Wales shall be the High Court, the 
Ubancery Courts of the Counties Palatine of Lancaster and Durham, the 
county courts, and the Stannaries Court.’’ And the question arises whether 
there 1s now any court competent to wind up a company which has no capital 
paid “p or credited as paid up. Upon the whole I have come to the conclusion 
that I cannot attribute to the Legislature the intention te render all 
companies formed under section 9 or section 10 of the Act of 1862 exempt 
from the jurisdiction of any court, and to leave companies formed under 
section 8 liable to be wound up. Section 32, sub-section 2, of the Act of 
1890, which is as follows: ‘‘In Part IV. of the Companies Act, 1862, and 
in this Act the expression ‘the court,’ when used in relation to a 
company, shall, unless the contrary intentiun appears, mean the court 
having jurisdiction under this Act to wind up tne company,’”’ assumes 
that Part IV. of the Act of 1862, which is headed, “ Winding up 
of Companies and Associations under this Act,’ continues in 
full force. I think I am justified in holding that sub-section 1 of 
section 1 defines the courts which have jurisdiction to wind up all 
companies in England and Wales, except so far as cut down by the 
following sub-sections, and tbat tub-sections 2 and 3 apply only to 
companies formed under section 8, and therefore possessing a capital. 
The result is that the High Court has jurisdiction to wind up the associa- 
tion, and therefore has jurisdiction to sanction an alteration of the 
memorandum of association. The question of jurisdiction being settled, I 
feel no difficulty in confirming the final reeolution, the object of which is to 

the scope of the operations of mutual insurance. The order, 
therefore, will be as prayed.—CowunszL, Leigh Clare. Soxicrrons, William- 
son, Hill, & Co., for Ingledew & Fenwick, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


| Beported by J. F. Isx1ix, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re COOLGARDIE GOLDFIELDS CO., Ez parte HAMILTON AND FLEMING. 
26th Jan. 


Souictror’s Unpexntakine as to Sramprsc Documents—Envorcement or 
UNDERTAKING. 


Motion. On the hearing of a motion made on the 21st of July, 1899, and 


Cozens-Hardy, J. 








asking to have the applicants’ names removed from the register of share- 
holders, it appeared that certain documents had not been stamped which 
the company’s counsel wished to use on the cross.examination of the 
applicants’ witnesses. Counsel communicated with his professional client, 
and upon an undertaking being given by the company's solicitors to stamp 
the documents the matter proceeded. Asa result of the motion the applica- 
tion to remove the names was allowed with costs. The documents had 
not as yet been stamped and it appeared that to do so would cost several 
hungred pounds. The solicitors when they gave the undertaking were under 
the impression that they were not giving a personal undertaking and had 
already applied ex parte to the court to be relieved from the under- 
taking. The court refused then to entertain the matter except 
on notice to the company and to the Inland Revenue Commissioners. 
The order made on the hearing on the 2Ist of July had not 
been drawn up, and the company was now in liquidation. This was 
a motion that the order made on the hearing of the motion on the 
21st of July might be drawn up omitting from such order the unstamped 
documents, the company’s liquidator undertaking not to appeal, or in the 
alternative that the solicitors might be committed for contempt in making 
default in carrying out their undertaking, or that the solicitors might be 
ordered to stamp such documents with the proper stamp duty within four 
days after service upon them of this order 

Cozens-Harpy, J., held that it was in accordance with the practice to 
allow a document to be used upon the personal undertaking, not of the 
parties, but of the solicitors, who are officers of the court, to stamp it, 
and it was of the utmost importance that undertakings given by 
the solicitors should not be released without the consent of all parties 
interested. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue stated that they had no 
power to waive the stamping of the documents, but were willing to waive the 
penalties. On the other hand, it would be unfair for the applicants to be 
debarred from the relief to which they had been found entitled because 
documents used by their opponents had not been stamped in accordance 
with the undertaking given. He ordered the solicitors upon their under- 
taking to cause there documents to be produced to the registrar properly 
stamped within four days after service of this order.—CounseEL, Marielli ; 
Muir Mackenzie ; Vaughan Hawkins and Russell. Soxicrrors, Morton, Cutler, 
§ Co. ; Solicitor to Inland Revenue ; Solicitor to Board of Trade. 


[Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


At the annual general mecting, he'd at the Law Institution, Mr. H. 8. 
Danton (Messrs. Horn & Fraucis) was elected president for the ensuing year. 
The following retirivg council members were re-elected, namely: Messrs. 
W. G. Andrews (Messrs. Hollams, Son, Coward, & Co.), E. J. Allen (Hores 
& Co.), T. Bishop (C. E. Soames, Esq.), H. Colley (Messrs. Pollock & Co.), 
H.S Danton (Born & Francis), ©. J. Offer (Merriman, Pike, & Merriman), 
J. Sanderson (Clarke, Rawlins, & Co.), T. C. Tunstall (Norton, Rose, Norton, 
& Co.), A. Turner (Coode, Kingdon, & Cotton). Mr. W. Bnggs (president 
for the past year) was elected a vice-president, and the vacancy on the 
council thereby created was filled by the election of Mr. G. R. Cawley 
(Messrs. Collison & Pritchard). Mr. Apling (Messrs. Trinders & Capron) 
was elected members’ auditor. At the subsequent council meeting Mr. F. 
Spooner (Parker, Garrett, & Holman), Mr. W. J. Smart (Gush, Phillips, & 
Co.), Mr. T. C. Tunstall (Messrs. Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co.), and Mr. C. 
J. Offer (Messrs. Merriman, Pike, & Merriman) were re-elected secretary, 
treasurer, secretary of committees and members’ meetings, and librarian 
respectively, and Mr. G. R. Cawley was elected council auditor. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 5.—Mr. W. S. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. 8S. Davey moved: 


‘¢ That the decision of the Divisional Court in The Savoy Hotel Co. v. The 
London County Council was wrong.’’ Mr. A. O. Arnold opposed. The debate 
was continued by Mesers. Hubbard, Williams, Galbraith, Kureshi, Kirby, 
Walmsley, and Tilley. The motion was lost by one vote. 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the Ist inst. Mr. Peacock’ in the chair. The other 
directors present were Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. 
Ram, Mr. foovey, and Mr. Vallance. A sum of £35 was distributed in 

te of relief. One new member was elected to the association, and 
other general business transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th of January, 
1900: 

Adler, Cecil Geor; 
Ashbridge, John Prentice 


Baker, a ar, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Barker, Charles Edward 





Bayly, Kingsiey 

Beatty, Cecil Arthur James 
Benest, John Langston Millais 
Bentley, Walter Smith 
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Bold, Edgar, B.A. (Vic. Univ.) Hodge, John 
Brinton, Percival Robert, B.A. Hodson, Frederick Robert 


(Oxon.) Hosegood, Tom Henry 
Garey, Nigel Edward Hurman, William Ritchie Walter 
Chilwell, Joseph Frederick Kennaway, Leonard Mark 


Clarke, Joseph Botterill Kershaw, James 
Cohen, Reuben Lambert, Arthur Elliott 
Cole, Archibald Colquhoun, B.A. Locke, Alfred Leonard 

(Camb.) Machell, Hugh Wells 
Cowper, Walter Taylor Maltby, Brough 
Davies, Evan Richard Marshall, Benjamin 
Davies, Horace Walter Miller, Edwin Jackson 
Dean, Charles Frederick Ellis Morgan, Octavius Jobn 
Dewhirst, Alfred Guy Morgan, Oscar Treharne 
Draper, Roland Herbert, B.A. Pate, Sydney Firth 

(Camb.) Peto, Lawrence Christian 
Dummer, Arthur Phillips, Lavid White 
Edwards, Edward Wynn Rumsey, Lucas Eustace 
Edwards, Herbert William Rundell, Cyril Herbert 
Evans, David Lewis Sharman, Hubert Joseph 
Foster, William Aaron Simpson, John Henry 
French, Frank Austin Spens, Archibald Hope 
Godfray, Hugh Marshall, B.A. Taylor, Sydney 

(Camb. ) Telford, John James 
Goodman, Fred Tench Thacker, Thomas William 
Habershon, Matthew Theodore Turing, Alexander Robert 
Hack, Sydney Walter Twist, George Herbert 
Hall, Thomas Vickress, William Henry 
Hallam, William Wilkinson Walton, Robert Graham 
Hamilton, Lewis Gellie, B.A. (Oxon.) Watkin, John Wilfred 
Hardman, Henry Haworth Watson, The Hon. David Kenneth, 
Harris, Herbert Walter M.A. (St. Andrews) 
Haworth, Harold Stones Westlake, Vincent John 
Haworth, Percy Willett, Edward Archibald 
Hayward, Reginald Ourtis Yates, Harry 





Finat Examination. 

TLe following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on tie 15th and 16th of January, 
1900 : 

Allason, Henry William, B.A. Ellis, Hiram 


(Camb.) Farlow, Cecil Dudley King, B.A. 
Atkinson, Reginald Clegg (Oxon.) 
Austen, Charles Edward Forshall, Theodore William Scrim- 


Aviss, Samuel geour 

Bacon, Walter Hugh Gardiner, Bertram Corden 

Bailey, William Henry Garner, James Brooke 

Barker, Fraucis Guy Garwood, Redmond, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Barlow, Francis Collins Gibson, Alan Graeme, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Barnett, Fraucis Theodcre Gledbill, John Joseph 

Barton, Walter Jobn, B.A. (Camb.) Goodfellow, Charles Stuart 

Beet, Aifred Percy Gramshaw, Ernest Reginald, B.A. 


Bentley, Frank (Oxon.) 
Berryman, Frederic John, LL.B. Gratton, John 
(Lond.) Green, Walter Howard 


Bird, Ernest Edward 
Blaber, Arthur 

Blake, Leonard Nicholson 
Bourne, Alexander Harold 
Bowen, Hugh Ince Webb 
Britten, Algernon John 
Brodie, Alexander 


Greenhalgh, William Whitham 
Gregory, Cnarles Lewis 
Griffith, Artbur 
Grove, Edward Dunsterville 
Harrison, Frederick Herman 
Harrison, Percy Alexander 
Harrison, William 
Broughton, James Hart, George Ernest 
Brown, Herbert Croston Head, George Herbert, B.A. (Camb.) 
Brydone, Reginald Marr, B.A.(Oxon.) Hewett, Ernest Charles 
Buchannan, George Herbert Hodder, Harley Rayner 
Bulaaig, Herbert Henry Hooper, John Glass, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Butler, Edward Charles Hulbert, Charles Kenelm 
Bygott, William Hulbert, Thomas William 
Candler, Walter Howard Jacks, Phili 
Cassin, John Allcroft, B.A. (Camb ) Jackson, ‘Alfred Horswill 
Castellan, Charles Ernest Jackson, Frederick William 
Challinor, Leonard Arthur Jackson, Hugh Willan 
Clark, Archibald McOosh Johnson, John Richard 
Clifton, William Johnson, Reginald Powell 
Coburn, Francis Jones, Merton Addlestone 
e, Charles Arthur l’enrose, Jones, Sydney 

B.A. (Oxon.) Jones, William Llewelyn 
Cook, Sidney Herbert Spencer Kaye, Arnold Joseph 
Crompton, Robert Knowles, Kenneth Davenport, B.A. 
Dawson, Herbert Milner (Oxon. ) 
Dickson, Wiliam Herbert Lamaison, Leonard William Henry 
Liplock, William John Hubert Lamb, Bruce 
Dixon, Edgar Liverey, B A. (Camb ) Landau, Isaac 
Dobell, Gorge Berkeley Lees, William 
Donnithorne, Hugh Nicholas Morti- Lester, Horace Lenton 

mer, B.A. (Oxon.) Lewthwaite, Charles 


Dorté, Pierre Francois Joseph Dufau Lloyd, Harold Montague 
London, Herbert Lonsdale Perry 
Lucas, Allan 

Marshall, John Stead Stanley 
Massey, Hugh 


Downs, Clement Hurley 
Duke, Joseph 

Edmonds, Kdwin Arthur 
Edwards, Percy John 





Maxwell, Charles Frederick Mait- Sinclair, The Hon. George Arthur 
land, B.A. (Oxon.) Smitton, Herbert Allan 
Mellor, George Ru B.A. (Oxon.) Stallwood, John Charles St. Laurence 


Menzies, Willi enry Wood Stidstone-Broadbent, Herbert Owen 
Middlemas, Robert Stott, Oswald 

Milns, a Sword, Horatio Broadhurst Dennis- 
Morland, William Thornhill toun 


lgrim 
Needham, John Windsor 
Newton, Charles Edward 


Osborne, Edward Charles Harold Thora, George Herbert 

Parfitt, Aldhelm Titley, Edward Addison, M.A. 
Parry, Henry Owen (Camb.) 

Parsons, W Lansbury Torkington, John Kerr 

Pascall, Charles Montague Trimmer, William Bradley 

Peaty, Robert, B.A. (Oxon.) Tuckey, Charles Sprot, M.A. (Oxon.) 
Perkins, Harold Wootton Turner, Wilfred 


2 Me Thomas Woods, B.A. Tyssen, Geoffrey Amherst Daniel, 


( 2 B.A. (Oxon.) 
Purkis, Charles Sydney 
Raisen, Arthur Frederick Waugh, Mm ewton 
Ridley, Thomas Matthew Williams, Hugh Neville 
Rivington, Henry Gibson, B.A. Wilson, Walter Frederick 
(Oxon.) Woolley, Charles Robert 


Wordsworth, —— 
Rutherford, Arthur Young, William Henry Valentine 
Shield, Arthur Robert 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to have to record the death of Mr. Wi1114M Henny Onowper, 
solicitor, of the firm of Crowders & Vizard, of 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Mr. Crowder was admitted in 1869, and, we believe, shortly afterwards joined 
the firm, which then, or subsequently thereto, consisted of the present Master 
Crowder, Mr. Vizard, and the late Mr. Alfred Anstie. During the long 
period of years which had lapsed since he joined the firm there is little to 
be recorded except steady and efficient transaction of business. Mr. 
Crowder was pre-eminently modest and retiring, and we believe took little 
partin the affairs of the profession outside his office. But as a business man 
he was admirable. Apparently never in a hurry or in the least pressed with 
work, nevertheless everything under his control was promptly, well, and 
methodically done. He was a sound lawyer, exceedingly shrewd and self- 
reliant, and very determined when he had resolved upon action, but 
eminently conciliatory in dealings with o ents. The opponent must 
indeed have been a surly one who could resist the charm of Mr. 
Crowder’s genial presence. His many friends will long retain the 
remembrance of his genuine kindliness, straightforwardness, sunny dis- 
position, and quietly humorous way of viewing things. We understand 
that Mr. Crowder had been absent from the office for a few days before 
his death, but no apprehensions were entertained as to his indi 
Quite suddenly, however, he died at his residence, 7, Carlyle-mansions, 
Chelsea, on the 2nd inst., it is believed from heart disease. 

Mr. Epwarp James Giszons, barrister-at-law, died of fever on board 
the Briton on her voyage to the Cape. He was a son of the Rev. Benjamin 
Gibbons, of Kidderminster, and was educated at Eton and Oxford, and 
was called to the bar in 1884, and joined the Oxford Circuit. He was a 
captain of the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers and held the long-service 
medal, Desiring to go out to the war, he resigned his commission in the 
Inns of Court Rifles, and enlisted as a trooper in the City Imperial 
Volunteers Mounted Infantry, but he was promoted to the rank of colour- 
sergeant before his embarkation in the Briton. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. G. J. Tatnor, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Chancellor of 
the Diocese of Lichfield. Mr. Talbot is also Chancellor of Lincoln and Ely. 

Mr. B. T. Westwet, solicitor, of Accrington, clerk to the Oswald- 
twistle Urban District Council, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missiouer to take the Acknowledgments of Married Women for the County 
ot Lsncaster. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLutions. 
Joun Frepsaick Bowman and Arrnavur Cacrt Curtis Haywaap, solicitors 
(Bowman & Cartis Hayward), 21, Bedford-row, London. Jan. 1. John 
Frederick Bowman retinng from practice, the business will henceforth 


‘be carried on by Arthur Cecil Curtis Hayward alone at the same address 


and under the same name. [ Gazette, Feb. 2. 

Epwarp Woopnovss Veate and Pamir Henry Perex Gress, solicitors 
(Veale & Griess), Bristol. Deo. 31. [ Gazette, Feb. 6. 

. GENERAL, 

The Lord Chancellor on Monday pre:ented a Bill to amend the Lunacy 
Acts, which was read a first time. 

Mr. Robert F. Norton, Q.C., has taken his seat in Mr. Justice Byrne's 
court. 
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In connection with the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association a lecture 
will be delivered on Thursday, the 15th of February, in the Middle Temple 
Hall, by Mr. A. H. Ruegg, Q.C., on ‘‘ Workmen’s Compensation.’’ The 
chair will be taken by Mr. Justice Kennedy. 


The Council of Legal Education will shortly appoint two examiners for 
the ensuing Easter examination. Applications from gentlemen desirous 
of being appointed may be sent, not later than Friday, the 16th of Feb- 
ruary, to the clerk of the council, Lincoln’s-inn-hall, from whom any 
further information may be obtained. 


We regret to observe, too late for inquiry, an announcement of the 
death of Mr. F. D. Lowndes, one of the Registrars of the High Court of 
Justice at Liverpool. He had been associated with the judicial life of the 
northern port since 1870, and he rendered great assistance in the inquiry 
which preceded the passing of the Judicature Act. 


It is announced that Dr. C. J. Hall, solicitor and doctor of music, of 
Manchester, has offered to the Free Libraries Committee of the Manchester 
Corporation his musical library of several hundred volumes of valuable 
works. He has thus followed the example of Dr. Henry Watson, who in 
September last made an even more extensive gift of the same kind to the 
corporation. Dr. Hall hopes that the joint gifts may prove the foundation 
of a really fine library of musical works. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Monday, before Sir Franklin 
Lushington, who sat specially in the Extradition Court, Bernard Abrahams, 
solicitor, Great Marlborough-street; Alfred Paget, company promoter, 
George-street, Hanover-square; Blanchard Eccles, commission agent ; 
and John Haynes, mining agent, Wimpole-street, were charged with 
conspiring to obtain a certificate of naturalization from the Home 
Secretary by false declarations. The accused were remanded. 


The Hon. Isaac A. Ieaacs, Q.C., the Attorney-General of Victoria, who 
is now on a visit to London, will, says the St. James’s Gazette, be the first 
Australian-born barrister to be heard in the Imperial Court of Appeal. 
Mr. Isaacs has been selected by the Melbourne Tramway Co., one of 
the largest confederations in Australia, to conduct their case against the 
Melbourne municipality before the Privy Council. It is said that he will 
be paid the handeome fee of 3,500 guineas. 


The Solicitor-General will preside at the annual social meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice Temperance Society, which will take place in the 
Middle Temple Hall on Wednesday, the 21st inst., at 7 o’clock. The 
following gentlem:n have, among others, intimated their hope of being 
present to support the chairman: Mr. Justice Barnes, Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, and Mr. Justice Farwell, Sir Richard 
Webster, Q.C., M-P., Lord Dunboyne, the Hon. T. Pelham, Mr. 
Crump, Q.C , Mr. H. Reed, Q.C., and Mr. Atherley-Jones, Q.0., M.P. 


On the 2nd inst., says the Times, an adjourned meeting was held of 
creditors of J. T. B. Arnold, T. B. Sismey, and W. C. Arnold, solicitore, 
practising in partnership in the style of Keighley, Arnold, and Sismey, at 
37, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. The joint statement of affairs shewed gross 
liabilities £364,001, of which £56,187 were expected to rank for dividend, 
and assets £21,583. The meeting held on the 23rd of January was adjourned 
in order that the creditors might have an opportunity of considering a 
scheme, under which the property of the debtors was to be vested in a 
trustee, to whom one-third of the net income of Mr. J.T. B. Amold and 
Mr. T. B. Sismey was to be paid until the creditors should have received 
7s. 6d. in the pound on the amount of their debts. Mr. Munns (Munns 
& Longden) appeared as solicitor for the debtors and said his clients had 
considered an objection which was raised against the scheme at the last 
meeting. The objection was that any surplus re+lized from the estate 
after payment of the 7s. 6d. in the pound would go to the debtors instead 
of to the creditors. Acting under his advice the debtors had decided to 
relinquish this benefit, and to amend the scheme so that any surplus 
which might arise would be distributed among the creditors. The scheme 
as amended was carried by the necessary majority. 


The council of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, in their 
seventh annual report for the year 1899, say that they are gratified in 
being able to say that the society has maintained its position amongst 
managiog clerks during the past yearin all respects. The society has 
been able to meet all its expenses without diminishing the balance brought 
forward at the beginning of the year, which has hitherto not been the 
case, Twenty-five new members have joined during the year, one or two 
members have retired, and there have been some losses by death. The 
associstion continues to receive the support of the highest in the legal 
profession, and also of solicitors generally. It is difficult, therefore, to 
unders and why so many managing clerks still abstain from becoming 
members. The fact is, to say the least, the position of managing clerks is 
improved by the mere existence of the association. It has earned the 
respect of the very highest and of all branches of the profession. It has 
brought about many friendships and a better feeling and esprit de corps 
between managing clerks, and for these reasons alone the aesociation is 
worthy of the support of managing clerksin general. The council are also 
of opinion that the position of managing clerks generally is stronger than 
it was before the existence of the association. Apart from theoretical 
knowledge, there is undoubtedly a demand for men with a practical know- 


ledge of the » veral branches of the law. At the same time managing | 


clerks, while not claiming to be ‘‘students of the law,’’ should make 
every endeavour to improve their legal knowledge; and with this object 
in view the council arranged a couree of lectures for the session 1899 
and 1900, and they recommend that the members should regularly 
attend tuese lectures. Judges preside at them, and leading members 
of the bar and experts in the particular subjects deliver the lectures. 
The council have not sought sikanigtions to their general funds from 


others than members of the association. To enable the association to 
extend its efforts it should receive greater support from managing clerks 
in general, by the introduction of new members, and the council strongly 
urge every member of the association to endeavour to introduce at least 
one new member during the new year. There ave several awaiting 
admission. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or ReGisTrars it ATTENDANCE ON 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


AppEsL Court 
Date. No. 2. Nort, SrixLine, 


Mr. Carrington Mr. Greswell Mr. Jackson 
Lavie Church Pemberton 

i D Greswell Jackson 
a Greswel po 

nD Treswe ackson 
Lavie Church Pemberton 





Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


KEKEWICH. ByRwE. Cozens-Harpy. Farwe.u, 
' 12 Mr.Godfrey Mr. Pugh Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach 
ro Leach Pooh s Godfrey 
ovovell Godfrey ‘armer King 
a Leach Beal King Farmer 
Godfrey Pugh Farmer Chuich 
Leach Beal King Greswell 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 13.—Mr. J. C. Stevens, at 38, King-street, Covent Garden, at 12.30, Bronzes, &c., 
from Benin, Curios, Japanese Art Work, &c. 
Feb. 14 —Roses, Fruit Trees, Lilies, &. 
Feb. 15.— Herbaceous Plants, Roses, Liliums, 
Feb. 16.—Scientific Apparatus, &c. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 


Feb. 15.—Messrs. H. E Foster & Cranrizxp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
LIFE INTEREST of a gentleman aged 52, producing £260 per annum ; with policy. 
REVERSIONS : 

To the above Fund on decease, without issue, of the gentleman aged 52, aud his 
wife 86. Solicitors, Messrs. Ro: & Whately, London. 

To One-Fifth of a Freehold Estate valued at £9,500; lady aged 61; also to One- 
twentieth of £6,000 Consols, on decease of ladies aged 61 and 58; with rever- 
sion to One-twentieth of £5,500 Consols. Solicitors, Messrs. Oldfield, 
Bartram, & —, London. 

To One-third of Freehold hae ang | at Wells, Somerset, value £300; lady aged 55. 
8olicitor, Claude 8. Lermitte, a n. he 

To One-twenty-seventh of Estate, value £15,000 ; lady aged 47. Solicitors, Messrs. 

To a Leasehold pana pe oN 

'o a Lease R uw per annum ; y ag . 
To One-sixth of a Trust Estate, Railway Stock, &c. ; value £24,000; lady aged 71. 
rouse Athelstane A. Taylor, Esq , London, 
For £1,000. Solicitors, Nickinson & Co, London. 
For £750. Solicitors, Messrs. sg & Sons, London. 
SHARES in House Estate Co. Solicitor, H. I. Coburn, Esq., London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luairep in CHancery. 
Braprorp Comuinc Co, Limirep (in Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or befure 


March 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
> Thomas Howard, 16, Piccadilly, Bradford. Watson & Co, Bradford, solors to liqui- 
tor 


Coronsta AGENcrEs, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of cheir debts or claims, to John Robertson, 85, 
Gracechurch st. Angove & Uv, 14, Gieat Winchester st. solors 3 
Grosvenor AND West Esp Raitway Teaminus Hore. Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the Liquidators, 6, Palmer st, Westminster. Kimbers & Boatman, 
solors to liquidators : , 
Mayroie Co, Limtrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Bro #ning, 58, Coleman st. Mayo & Co, 10, Drapers’ gdns, s.lors for liquidator 
Mivo.ey’s Parent Canexr Beatixa Macaine Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 6, to sead their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Martello Gray, District Bank chmbrs, Market st, Bradford, Neill & 
Holland, Bradford, solors for liquidator 
| Normanton & Buckiey, Limirep- Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send 
their naines and «addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Dearnley Tay lor, Town Hall bldgs, Halifax. Riley, Hulifax, sulor for liquidator 

Ovv Hocarrsians, Limirep (in Liquipatrion) —Creditors are required, on or before March 
26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulass of their debts or claims, to 
Cecil Frederic Twist, 6, Bedford row 

*Powtins Parent Burren Box Limirep (in Liquivation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 30, to wend their names aud addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Roberts, lv, Bush lane Twist, Bedford row, solor for liquidator 

Fninuincvonn Works Co, Linrrey—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send 
their names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Barker, 
8, Uld Jewry. Mackrell & Ward, Walbrook, solors for liquidator 


Uncimirep 1n Cuancery. 
| Rossenpave Bexevir Burtpina Locimty—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, 
to send the particulars in of their clauns and demands to Knowles & Thompson, Water- 
fuot, nr Manchester, solors for trustees 





FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
Susrenvev von Turnx Monrus. 
’ Hanp ix Hayy Beyerir Socivry, Plough and Sail, Tollesbury, Essex. Jan 26 





1} 
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London Gazette,—Turspay, Feb. 6. Watueves Sas Axexaxpra Civs Co, Luonrep—Creditors are yt ye ma 
and addresses, ats the —" debts or claims, to 


JOINT STOCK COMPA 
Liwitzep m CHaNnorer. 


AyeGio-Mexican Lanp Corporation, Limrrep (rx Epamenassde) Seles ome eel, 
resses, with particulars of 


on or before Aug 1, ‘o send their names and add: 
debts or claims, to James Fabian, 34, Nicholas lane 
Biackeore, Leconte, & Co, Luurerp—C 


their names and addresses, and the parti 


Hardick, 16, Hawthorne st, Totterdown, Bristol. Brown, a 
BrapsHaw. Hammon p, & Co, Linrrep—Creditora are —— 


Addleshew & Co, Manchester, 


British _Hovsenoip Stores, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 9, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, to 


send in their names and ’ addresses, and 
Thomas Barrow Hudson, 47, Portland st, La 
solors for liquidator 


G. Whitaker, 140, High st, Camden Town 


Insurance Finance Corporation, Limrrep—Creditors are ane. on or before Feb 28, 
dresses, and the particulars 


to send their names and ad 


Charles Carlos Perkins, 10 & 11, Austin friars 


Jouxy Fiercuer & Sox, Lnurep—Creditors are required, on 
March 7, to send their names and addresses, and the + nara Pha of their debts or anak. 


to George Edward Carline, 2, New sq, Chesterfield 


Krontaart Co, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or bef 
particulars of their debts or claims, to 


to send their names and addresses, and the 


ee, 58, Berners st, Oxford st. Conder & Lumley, uit st, solors for 

quida' 

Loxpon-Ktonpyxr DryeLopment SYNDICATE, en Cee uired, or 
before May 15, to send their names and ad the caileniean of their debts or 


claims, to Walter Frederick Keeling, 10, Pancras =A Ingle & Co, Broad st House, 


solors for liquidator 

Low Mit Bieacuiye axp Pristine Co, LimtTep 
Creditors are required, on or before March 12, to cen 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Willi 
Lanes. Addleshaw & Co, Manchester, solors for liquida’ 


Chisman, Lululaund, Bushey 


Sreamsuip “* Joun Buspery”’ Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before March 14, | 
their names and addresses, and the i «3 t 


to send 
Samuel Oldam, 30, The Temple, Dale st, 
liquidator 


Trent CyciE Co, es (iy Votuntary Ligurpatiox ony eee se are required, o1 
the particulars of their debts | 
or claims, to Thomas Leman, 1, St, Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


before March 20, to send their names and addresses, an 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arpiry, Atvenr OAxiey, West Kensington, Brewer’s 
Traveller High Court Pet Jan81 Ord Jan 31 
dornam, Je Joszru, Chester, Butcher Chester Pet Jan 31 
i 31 
BakER, Scaace, Red Rice Farm, Southampton, Farmer 
Salisbury Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Bates, Arruur, and WituiAm Pouiton, Dewsbury, York 
} ee Confectioners Dewsbury Pet Jan 25 Ord 
an 2 
Brooks, Joun, Brook’s Bar, nr Petamn, Boot Repairer 
Manchester Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 8 
CrutcaLey, THomas CHARLES, amg Walsall, Bridle Cutter 
Walsall Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
Ewrayk, Frosence Exiza Mracert, aes Grimsby 
Great Grimsby Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 
Forp, Turopore Jermyn, King William ' Seneaes 
Agent High Court Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 
Franc ~ ye Liverpool, Grocer Yeoged Pet Jan 22 
0 29 
Futrorp, Joun Henry, sehegte, 3 pees, Professor of 
Music Bristol Pet Jan 30 Ord J: 
cers, Rosr, Rhyl, Flints eee Pet Jan 31 Ord 
an 31 
Garraway, Groner Hereent, Stroud Green, Civil Service 
Clerk High Court Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
Goosz, Rozirt, Leyton, Butcher High Court Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 31 
Haxpstarr, Groree, Hillsborough, Sheffield, Painter 
Sheffield Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
HanGreaves. Joseru was LIAM, Blackpool, Joiner Preston 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 
Hratscore, ApAm, Bolton, Insurance Agent Bolton Pet 
Jan 80. Ord Jan 30 
Hewson, Ricuarp, Kiogston upon Hull, Wholesale Fruit 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 29 Ord 
Jan 29 
Hoo.ey, Joun, Keighley, Yorks, Cab Proprietor Bradford 
Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
Horxriyson, Tuomas, ase. Derbys, Farmer Derby 


Pet Jan 8i Ord Jan 8 
© epee, Farmer 


In.x. Josern, Murten, nr _# leby, 

Kendal ‘Pet Jan 30 Urd Jan 90 

Kinnett, Warren James, Paddock Wood. Kent, Ho 
Wirework Erector Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 16 
Jan 29 

Manvietp, Herserr, Kilburn, Yorks, Farmer Northaller- 
ton Pet Jan165 Ord Jan 29 

Mawer, Jane, and Cuantes Ricnharp Mawer, Frith 
Ville. Lincs, Farmers Boston Pet Jan 27 O:d 
Jan 27 

Mitcue.., Joun Mirian, Crouch End, Clerk High Court 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 3 

Parsons, Jamus Jony, Pontypridd, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Poason, Jon, Frizinghall, *jradford Bradford Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 29 

Pirt, Arruur Dearory, Barnaley, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Barnsley Pet Jan27 Ord Jen 27 

Prick, Hunert, King’s Heath, Worcester, Engineer 
Birmingham Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 81 

Rircursas, Cuartes Henny, Reigate, Farmer Croydon 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jun 29 

Rowr, Jamxs, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Jan 29 Ord 
Jan 29 

Suiru, Bexsamin, Great Yarmouth, 7 Merchant Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 





reditors are required. on or before Feb 26, de 
palace Of their debts or ciaian, 6 homas 


tv. Votuntary Liquipatiox)— 
their names and a 
Hilton, Whittle le Woods, Chorley, 


NIES. 


their respective 


their names 
Bang | Spek Milledge, 74, 8t. Thomas st, Wi 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY ie ciesevin. 
na mm Friznpty Beyerir Society, Raffles Mission Room, Greenland st, Liverpool. 
an 








solor to liquidator 


W. G. Moyse a 


their debts or claims, to 
or before Wednesda: 


lore March 16, 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Jan. 23. 
Hate, comes Water, Chandos 
Feb 19 Harrison & Sons v Foad, 
Foowen, 3ismn Poulton le Fylde, Lancs 
Liverpool Tyrer, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 30. 
Macpoyatp, Joun Matcoum, iets st. Westminster, Mining Engineer March 7 


Lov v Macdonald, Stirling, J 
eee Stapleton, Glos Feb 28 Clarke v 


Covent P of Patent Medicines 
7 Gorion, Golden a4 
Feb 22 Me v Porter, District Registrar, 


Cannon st 
Cozens-Hardy, J Leach, Cleve- 








minster 


debts laims, to George 
wi Co, Livespedl, solors to S 

to all suffering from co 
| in labelled tins, price 7 








Cees, Soe, Lancaster, Joiner Preston Pet Jan 29 
29 

Summons, Wituiam Georcr, Bedminster, Bristol Builder 

Bristol Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
a - Wiuram, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet Jan 99 | 
29 

some pall Jaxe, Swansea Swansea Pet Jan 31 | 
rd Jan 31 

Tuorye, a Gloucester Gloucester Pet Jan 20 | 
Ord Jan 29 


Tucker, Wittiam Heper, Ludgvan, Corowall, Builder | 
Truro Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


TurF.ey, GEorGE, , Builder Leicester Pet Jan | 
80 Ord Jan 30 
Tourver, Cuartes Witiiam, South Kirkley, Suffolk, 


Ironmonger Great Yarmouth Pet Jan30 OrdJ Jan30 | 
Waker, Arraur, Kidderminster, Tobacconist Kidder- 
minster Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 


Jan 31 Ord’ Jan 31 
Wivxx, Groner, Hunslet, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet 
Jan29 Ord Jan 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Brown, Tuomas, Droylsden, Lancs, Worsted Dyer Feb 9) 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Burrect, Francis Wii.1am, Northampton, Grocer Feb | 
12 at 3 Off R-c, County Court. bldgs, Sheep st, 
Northampton 


Do.p, Gruso, Bury, Watchmaker Feb9atl1 16, Wood 
st, ton 
Du rama oe mua aw Arion Isham. poem, Saddler Feb 10 at | 
12 
For, soeaneet Pm gy King ae Wi *"¢ Co: 
Agent Feb9at12 Bankruptey tt Carey st 
Francis, Groror, Li Grocer b 14 at 12 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Furman, BARNETT, 5 upon Hull, Boot Dealer Feb | 
9atil Off Rec ve House la, Hull 
Hammonp, Tuomas James, U! Thames st, Die Sinker | 
Feb 12 at 12 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Harpy, Groner, Newmarket, coln, Butcher Feb 13 
at12 Off Ree, 31 Silver st, Lincoln 
Hearucorg, Apam, Bok Insurance Agent Feb 13 | 
= at ~e 16, yx ts ars 
OLLAS, JOSEPH, 
14 at 2.30 Off Reo, Bree ct Mameborter 
Lawson, Jony, Preston. Yorks, Grocer Feb 12 at ll | 
¢, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Lrysnon, Joux Evwasp, Aberayon, Glam, Brake Pro- | 
rietor Feb 18 at 12 Off Reo, 31, Alexandra ni, 
Me Anan. Lt Aven, Peckham Feb9at2.90 Bank- 
a Witt, Bridgend, Glam, arcane 
Feb 12at3 117, Bt y st, Card 
Parrniver, Atrrep James, Plymouth, Grocer Feb 9 at. 
11,30 6, Atheneum ter, Pl — 





Powktt, unin Lewis, C wr, Radnor, 
er Febi19at12.15 1, aie ey 
Qurercbaut ‘Bob 12 at 1 tt” Bankr eat bl 
. 

Rers, Horace Viexans, Cam Se 12 | 

at230 Bankruptoy 
Reitiy, Witiias, Hoi a Publican Feb 12 at 12 

Bankruptcy b! Carey st 


é sited on receipt of 

| years. Telegrams, ‘Sanitation. re 
For Txroat Irritation 

always prove effective. They soften and J. 


Wer . THom Moors, Lancs, Mill 
“Manager Blackburn a Pet Jan 31 Ord Ord Jan 81 
Wuire, Tuomas, Colyton, Devon, Dairyman Exeter Pet | 


Waicat, Cuartes Leicester, Carter Leicester Pet Jan | wy, 
29 Ord Jan 29 


Wuirs, Tomas, 


Baker, mg 


WakNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasgrs AND Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
“ Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expe 
© ParsTER-ENGRAVING ” SyNDICATR, Lutrrep—Creditors pony uired, on or before Feb 28, Engineering Co (H. Carter, C.E., ofall 65, Victoria-street, West- 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thar debts or claims, to C. ee 4 


rt from The Sanitary 


ticulars. Established 28 


anp CoveH ps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
é voice, and are invaluable 
h, soreness, or dryness of the ‘throat. Sold only 


and Is. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 


| pathic Chemists, London. —[Anvr. ] 


was . Pasen, Herne Bay, Kent, Builders Feb 10 at 
ff Ree, 78, Castle st 
Sarue Grows = a Merchant Feb9 
Suaw. peu Lye, Worcester, Painter Feb 9 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, 
| ee yet Epwanrp, —" Feb 12 at 2 
Victoria st, 


Pe... Bienen Tuomas, Woodlort Halse, Northampton 
Feb 12 at 3.30 Off Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, 


N 

ne + —~ oe Feb 4at2 Of 
Rec, 36, A 

| Sees, Jos Soke tt, Dorset, Carpenter Feb 9 at 


Reo, Endless st, Salisbury 
| Srepuens, Tuomas Parc, Swansea, Builder Feb 9 at 12 
Off Rec, 81, Alexandra 1d, Swansea 


| Taytor, WILLIAM, Exeter, er Feb 15at 10.30 Off Re 
13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Tuomas, Japez, Dock, Glam, Grocer Feb 12 at 11 


117, wt med st, E 
Tucker, WItiiaM Ludgvan, Cornwall, Builder 
Feb 12 at 12 Off Hee, oscawen a, Truro 

—— iy Joan, Marlow, Bucks, Farrier Feb 9 


at 12 s, 
HEELER, Wrote Gresuau, Old —y ri, Builder Feb 


ble oT 
Deirymen Feb 15 at 
10.30 Off Ree 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
| Wor, Groner, Leeds, Wheelwright Feb 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anptry, Atpgrt Oax.ey, West Kensington, Bre 
Traveller Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
| Antoun, Grornaz Freprrick Neav, Conduit st 
Court Lada bY Ord Jan 29 
Red Rice Farm, nr Andover, Farmer 
yt Ord Jan 30 


| =o anricy, and Wittram Povirox, Ea a wg a re 


Jan 27 
ae bey and Frepericx Witiiam Braysrox, 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
Jan 4° Ord Jan 29 
Baooxs, Jou, Brook’s i Repairer 


| Crurontey, sy CHARLES, je" Walsall, Bridle Cutter 
Walsall Ord 


Pet Jan 26 ian 26 
| Dvepare, , ea Dovetras, Poole, Dorset, Manufacturer 
Poole Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 3i 
| Ewsanx, ees Meccert, Great Grimsby Great 
Ord Jan 29 


ree, Se en Grocer Liverpool Pet Jan 
ear ~* “eens Rhyl, Flint Bangor Pet Jan Si Ord 
an 
| Gannoway, Grones Henpeat, Stroud Green High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
-Gooan, Honune, Leyton, Butcher High Court Pet Jan 31 
—* Gsorer, Hillsboro 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
| Hanoneavas, Josue i aaa Preston 
a>. A, - 
m On Eimauion“Fet Ow Le Or Ged Jaa 
unis, BR Manu- 
rcheten  Distakeghans et Jon 2k” Oed fon Wo 
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Heats, Apa Jayxe,and Atrrep James TurvILLE, a Newson, Mary Exizaneta. Weybread, Suffolk, Farmer 
Brom Dee 29 | i bi Ord Feb 


wich, Boot 
Ord Jan 81 


Dealers West Bromwich Pet 


Hearucore, Apam, a Insurance Agent Bolton Pet le 
Jan 380 Ord Jan 


Hewsoy, Riowanp, a upon Hull, Wholesale Fruit | 
Merchant 


Jan 29 
Hootey, Jouy, apes, Seite, Cab Proprietor Bradford 
Pet Jan 29° Ord J 


ouse Keeper 
Kingst.n upon Hull Pet Jan 29 Ord | | | Pun.irs Harry, Stoke Newin 


Seca, Tnomas, Asher er, Derby, Farmer Derby Pet 


Jan 3t' Ord Jan 3 
Ip, Josern, enten, nr Appleby, Westmorland, Farmer 
Kendal Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Kixe, Freperick, —_ Electrical Engineer Bristol 
Pet Dec2 Ord Jan 31 


sue C W_Hi, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builder 
don Pet Decé Ord Jan 26 
Mawes, Jane, and Cuarves Bicuarp Mawer, Frith Ville, 
Farmers Boston Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 


MircHeEt, Jouy > Crouch End, Clerk High Court | 


Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Parsons, JAMES Joux, Pontyprid Grocer Pontypridd | 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Ji 

Puiturrs, Grorer, toch Piano Manufacturer Truro 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 30 

Artnur Derarpex, Barnsley, Yorks, Innkeeper 

Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Powkr.., THomas Lewis, Cwmdauddwr, Radnor, Licensed 
Victualler Newtown Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 30 

Reity, Wit. ~" High Holborn, Publican High Court 

Pet Jan 6 


Pirt, 


Jan 31 
at ve Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Jan 29 Ord 


an 

Surrn, Bexysamin, Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Spzicut, Wr1114M, Lancaster, Lancs, Joiner Preston Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Tayior, Witu14m, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 

eae 4 Marna Jane, Swansea Swansea Pet Jan 31 

‘an 

Taornxe, Cuaries, Gloucester Gloucester Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 29 

Tucker, Wituiam Hesez, — Cornwall, Builder 
Truro Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Turriey, Gzorcs, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Jan 
30 Ord Jan 30 

Tvener, Cuartes WILLIAM, an, Oe, Ironmonger 
Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 30 Jan 30 

Vixati, Exxest, Eastbourne, Architect Eastbourne Pet 
Nové Ord Jan 25 

Waker, Anruvr, Kidderminster, Tobacconist Kidder- 
minster Pet Jan 29 ‘oon - an 29 

Westwett, Tomas, le Moors, Lancs, Mill 

oo 2 Sen 31 Ord Jan 31 

Wuire, Tuomas, ne, Devon, Dairyman Exeter Pet 
Jan 81 Ord Jan 3 

Wirkes, Freperice fininies x, West Bromwich, Builder 
West Bromwich Pet Dec i8 Ord Jan 24 

Wixx, Georaez, Bunslet, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Woop, James Fercus O’Connor, Chicklewood High Court 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 29 

Wericut, Cuanres, Leicester, Carter Leicester Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 29 


London Gazette.—Tverspay, Feb. 6. 
Agyotp, Dax, Luton, Fitter Luton PetFebi Ord Feb1 


Bairzy, Tuomas, Nelson, Lancs, Powerloom Tackler 
B Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Batowis, Jos1au, Sherp r !swell, nr Dover, Miller Canter- 
bury Pct Feb2 Ora Feb 2 
Bagxes, Aurzep Wricut, Little Denmark st, Soho, 
salter High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Burcess, Witt1am, Chatham, Corn Merchant Rochester 
eb2 Ord Feb 2 
Bvecorxg, James, Hyde, Builder Ashtonunder Lyne Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
CapwaLiaper, Tsomas, 
Worcester. Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 
Carucart, Atan T, — Btretton, Salop Shrewsbury 
et Jan 19 Ord Jan 
Gouin Epwis, + Stonemason Canterbury 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 


Comser, Gzorcz, Shanklin, I of W, Witenste Tobacco 
Merchant Newport Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 

Crowrner, Tuomas, Todmorden, Yorks, Estate Agent 

Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 31 

Fizceuss, Fraasxk Tresuam. Jerningham rd, New Cross 

Court Pet Jan9 Ord Feb2 

Fostex, Exexezenr, Peny: , Glam, Commission Agent 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 3 Feb3 

Goipsacx, Tuomas, Dover, Ironmonger Canterbury Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Goopmas, Jviivs, Moseley, Birmingham, Managi 
Dir Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 31 sas 

Gvrvicu, Morzis, Cardiff, Travelling Draper Cardiff Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Av rat's Hereford, Carpenter 


Hos, Ja ames Avrgep, Cenmark hill, Builder High Court 

‘et Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Hovps, Bexsamuix, Gorleston, Norfolk, Overseer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Feb1 Ord Febi 

Jacxsox, Joux Tezer, Lu mr Halifax, Painter 
Halifax Pet Febi Ord Febi 

Sac, Seas, Leeds, Picture Dealer Leeds Pét Feb 2 

Janmay, yg ey pomegetn, Builder Canterb: 

Loam deeny Worson ¢ Gucagete nd 
£, Sipser > Q G Warechouseman 
Gloucester Pet F Feo 2 sa 

Maxcuast, Jasrex en New Cross, Fish Salesman 

Court Pet F Feb 1 


eb1 Ord F. 
Mooxzz, Fervericx, St Lancs, Labourer Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 1’ Ord Feb i _ 
Mo On F peeeas, Staines, Baker Guildford Pet 











Ipswich Pet Fe’ eb 1 
Newsoutp, Epwarp, Newall, nr Otley, York, Farmer 

Leeds Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
ks, Lodging 


Patsy, Saran Exizasera, te, Yor! 
York Paves Ord Feb 2 
Provision Merchant 


Edmonton Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

| oncmaen, Francis Marraews, Hagwo: scene, Lincoln, 
Farmer Lincoln Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 2 

' SERGIsON, Furty, Preston, Pawnbroker Preston Pet Jan 
28 Ord Feb 2 

| Suaw, Joun, Pentonville rd, Brush Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Nov9 Ord Feb 1 

Satu, JosEeru, 8t Bride st, Publisher and Printer High 
Court Pet Dec15 Ord Feb1 


Surrs, Wittiam TxHomas, ‘ham Ferrers, Northampton, 
Boot Man et : 


ped ufacturer No’ Pet Jan 10 Ord 
e 
Srevensoyx, ALEXANDER Watuace, Brook st, Grosvenor sq 
High Court Pet Jan 11 Ord F a 2 
Tu aaaeas, Mary Ayy, upon Hull, Baker 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 


| Trump, Stanvey, Petersfield, Hants, Miller Portsmouth 


Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Turner & Horstey, Pall mall, Publishers High Court 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Feb1 
Wanprxeron, WitiraM Forrest, Glodwick, Oldham, Clerk 
Preston Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Watton, Hurpvs, Halifax, Clerk Halifax Pet Feb 3 
Hants, 


O:d Feb 3 
kham, Licensed Victualler 
Portsmouth Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 


James, Wid 

Wikis x, Isaac, Eastburn, Rildwick, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Bradford Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Witirams, Huan Owen, Craigydon, Llandudno, Boot 
Dealer Bangor Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Winter, CuristopHer Bensamiy, Leeds, Painter Leeds 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arptey, Apert OAKLEY, West ene, —— 
Traveller Feb 15at12 Bankruptcy bi Care 
ArTHAN, JoszerH, Chester, Butcher Feb 14 at 12 ie 
chmbrs, te row, Chester 
Ay er Samu = tockton on Tees. Debt Collector Feb 14 
Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Baxea, Tuomas, Red Rice Farm, nr Andover, Farmer Feb 
13.at230 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisb' 
Bare. ee kn, and Witi1am Pouttoy, Dewsbury, York, 
sale Confectioners Feb 14 at 3 Off Rec, Bank 
pe an so atley 
Barow, pp Poy Toob, nr Rowteamh, Lanes, Creeler Feb 
20 at 11.15 Townhall, Rochd: 
Barron, Francis HERBERT, Wolverhampton, Baker Feb 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverham 
Brap.ey, Georce FREDERICK, estier, Worcester, Iron- 
monger Feb 14at12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Bramuey, Joun Currors, Langrick. Lines, Farmer Feb 15 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Brooxs, Jonx, Manch ol pai Feb 14 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste: 
Bureorxs, James, Hyde, Builder "Feb 18at330 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 
DE Lvssay, ‘ALFRED, Castle Etton, Northamptons Feb 
23 at 11.45 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Fanstone, WAtTER. Readiag, Brewer's Traveller Feb 15 
ati2 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
Fvutrorp, Jonny Henry, Bishopston, Bristol, Professor of 
Music Feb14at12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Ganzaway, Grorce Hezpert, Stroud Green Feb 13 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
GILL, ee Oldham, Horse Dealer Feb 15 at3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Goosz, Rozesr, Leyton, Essex, Butcher Feb 14 at 11 
Bankru uptey bldgs, Carey st 
Guue.ey, Heesert Harry, and James Aveustvs Scort, 
Birmingham, Cycle Saddle Makers Feb l4ati11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmio 
Hanzisox, JoserH Grorce, Belgrave, Leics, » Wersmyenas 
Feb 13 at 12 80 Off Rec, 1 Berridge st, Leicester 
Hagrisoy, Witiiam, Birmingham, Cycle Lamp Manufac- 
turer ' Feb 16 at 12 174, Cor oe. st, Birmingham 
HayTuorntTuwaits, James, Loom Over- 
ie Feb 23 at 1 p Mowe enon) er Nicholas st, 
urnley 
Hemmines, 15, Boscombe, Hants, Boot Dealer Feb 14 at 
10.45 ’ antelope Hotel, Poole 
Hewsox, Ricuarp, Kingston upon Hull, Wholesale Feuit 
Merchant Febi3atll Off Rec, Trinity house In, 


Hall 

Hitcxes, Maser, Lee, Kent, Philatelic Publisher Feb 13 at 
12 24, wa p, London Bridge 

Lagce, ppm ALTER Wi.u1aM Larcez, Cirencester, 
Builders Feb 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, 
Swindon 

Marcuant, Jasper Viccers, New Cross, Fish Salesman 
Feb 14at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mawen, Jane, and Cyarces Ricnarp owen, Frithville, 
Lines, Farmers Febibat12 Off Rec, 4and6, West 


at, 
Mircue.t, Jouw Miiiar, Crouch End, Clerk Feb 13 at 11 
Bankru st 


dgs, Carey 
Labourer Feb 15 at 10.30 


Pp 
Moorz, Feepverick, St 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv 1 
» Leeds Feb 14 at ll 
’ = Farmer 





Moorz, Jonw Beit, Burley Fie 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Newsovutp, Epwarp, Newall, nr O 
» Feb 4 at 11 x. Rec, 22, Park es 
ALEY, Sazan Exizasetru, Harrogate, Lodging 
araee Keeper Feb19at11.15 Off Ry Hy Btonegate, 

or 
Parsons, Georce Henny, South Feb 15 at 12 Off 
95, Temple chmbrs, Tem oy 

Parsons, James Jouy, P Goce Feb 18 at 12 


yr Ty 


185, High st, 

Poosox, song Bradford, Provision Merchant Feb 16 at 11 
Off 81, Manor row, Bradford 

BuILcock, Joux Win, New 
Feb 15 at3 Off Rec, 96, 


Souple cheb, Templeay ay 





oraeey. hymen y Lancaster, Joiner Feb 15 at 3 Off 


st, Preston 
Ses ny Witson, Wednesbury, Corn Factor Feb 
14at 11.80 Off Rec, Walsall 
Svummons, Witt1am Grorcr, Bedminster, ews Builder 
Feb 14 at 12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristo! 
Tromp, Stan.ey, Petersfield, Hants, Miller Tb 18 at 3.30 
Off Camb: junc, High st, Portsmouth 


Turr.ey, GrorGE, Leicester, a, Se Feb 14 at 12 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridg st, Leices 

Unrqunart, Mrs, ter’s site rd Feb 18 at 11.30 2%, 
Railway a) ng Brid 

Urwin, Jony Gzorcez, D nm, Bookmaker Feb 14 at 
8 O 8, Albert Y iiddiesborough 


WALKER, Frep = Cleeth orpes, Lincs, Fish Packer 
Feb 13 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Wane, James, Wickham, Hants, Victualler Feb 

13 tg Off Ree, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
mou 
Wasee. Epw. ARD, je Berks, Builder Feb 15 at 
Queen’s Hall, Readin 


Omanaas aabesece, Middlestone Moor, 
ham, Innkeeper Feb 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, John 


st, 8 
Wricnr, Cuas.es, Leicester, Carter Febi13at 3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leicest 


ew... 
Durham, 


er 
Amended notice substituted for that gebtinet in 
the London Gazette of Jan 30: 
Payne, Ernest, East Grinstead, Carman Feb 6 at 12.15 
Railway Hotel, East Grinstead 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arran, Josepn, Chester, Butcher Chester Pet Jan 31 
Ord Feb 3 


Bartzy, TxHomas, Nelson, Leman, Powerloom Tackler 
urnley Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 
Batpwix, Josian, Shep) ube. nr Dover, Miller 
Canterbury Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
a Essex, Boot Dealer High Court 
‘eb 1 


Daves, SS Suen, & Iiford, 
et 
Burcess, Wit11am, Chatham, Corn Merchant Rochester 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Bureornsg, JAMEs, side, Builder Ashton under Lyne Pet 
Feb1 Ord Febi 


OT Se Txomas, speaher, Hereford, Carpenter 
Worcester Pet Feb3 Ord Fi 

Cizaver, Percy Cuares, Landport, Hants, Boot Dealer 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb1 

CocKERSELL, Epw1y, oe Stonemason Canterbury 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Comper, Gsorce, Shanklin, Wholesale Tobacco 
Merchant Newport Pet Febs. ” Ord Feb 3 

CrowTHER, Le oy ~ pommel Estate Agent Burnley 
Pet Jan 80 Ord Jan 3 

Dopp, NATHANIEL, Hulme, Manchester, Finisher Man- 
chester Pet Jan 18 ord Feb 2 

Exear, THomas CHEEsSEMAN Ropert, Frome, Somerset, 
Newspaper Editor Frome Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 1 

Foster, Esenezer, Panga Commission 

Pontypridd Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Gotpsack, THomas, Dover, Ironmonger Canterbury Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Greenwoop, Pavu ee Charing Cross rd, Licensed 
Victualler h Court Pet Dec7 Ord Feb 2 

Gurvica, Morris, Cardiff, Travellivg Draper Cardiff Pet 

Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Bensamin, Gorleston, Norfolk, Overseer Gt 

Yarmouth Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Jackson, Joun Terry, Luddenden, nr Halifax, Painter 
Halifax Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

a om Leeds, Picture Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 2 

2 


Kinnett, Warten James, Paddock Wood, Kent, rm 
oe irework Erector Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan 16 Or 
eb 3 

Layne, Sipnzy WINTER, Quedgeley, Glos, Warehouseman 
Gloucester Pet Feb 2 Feb 2 

Nase, Wiii1am Tuomas, Staines, Baker Guildford Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Netsoy, Mary sor Weybread, Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet Feb1 Feb 

NEWBsOULD, Png ly Newall, nr Otley, York, Farmer 
og He et Jan 31 Oid Jan 31 . Veto 

Patzey, Saran Exvizasern, Harroga = uodging 
house Keeper York Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Pansous, GEORGE eee, South Ealing Brentford Pet 

29 


Hopps, 


Jan 27 
Puitiies, Harry, Stoke Ne . Provision Merchant 
Edmonton Pet Feb 2 


ond eb 2 
Poason, Joz, Bradford Bradford Pet Janié Ord Feb1 


Rieter, Wi.11am, <7 Notts, Builder Nottingham 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 8 

Rosinson, bag 1s Marruews, Hagwo piaghem, Lincoln, 
Farme Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 

Surinam, "G., Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet "lin 11 Ord 

2 


Tuackray, Mary Ann, upon Hull, Baker 
fon upon Hull * Det feb 3. Onl Feb 3 


Wappinetos, Wim Forrest, Glodwick, Oldham, 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Watton, Hurpvs, Clerk Halifax Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 3 


Ware, Jamxs, Wickham, Hants, Licensed Victualler 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Wixryson, Isaac, Rete, Togs, Innkeeper Bradford 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 


Wituams, Hucw Ow Bx, Liandudno, Boot Dealer Bangor 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Wixter, CarisTorHEer —— Leeds, Painter Leeds 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb? 

Yarmovru, The Earl of, George st, Hanover sq High 
Court Pet July 17 Ord Feb 1 





AR letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer, 
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